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The purpose of the study was to gather information from administrators regarding 
military career academies and their effectiveness toward “at-risk” students relating to 
attendance, behavior, academic achievement, and graduation rates. The marriage 
between the Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC) and career academies has 
linked programs with distinctly different cultures. JROTC programs are designed to 
attract motivated, enthusiastic students who show leadership potential. Their agenda 
focuses on discipline, chain of command, and self-responsibility. Career academies, in 
contrast, single out students who are not achieving up to their potential, many of whom 
are not motivated by traditional course work and are at risk of not completing high 
school. According to L. M. Hanser and A. E. Robyn (2000) in their book, Implementing 
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High School JROTC Career Academies, the academies strive to prevent dropouts by 
creating schools-within-schools that provide integrated academic and vocational training. 
This study is concerned with administrators’ perspectives of a military academy and the 
impact it has on the attendance, behavior, academic achievement, and graduation rates of 
students that attend urban public high schools. 
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The United States Department of Defense (DoD) and the United States 
Department of Education (DoED) joined forces, in 1992, to implement an innovative 
vocational education program at nine high schools across the United States. The program 
was designed to keep dropout-prone students in school. This innovation, Junior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC) Career Academies, combines military training that the 
services have provided in high schools for many decades; however, this new 
development emphasizes with special-schools-within schools that education policy 
makers more recently have used to target particular student populations that have not 
prospered under traditional course work and school settings (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
The DoD and the DoED teamed up in 1992 in an experiment they hoped would 
help lower school dropout rates by offering students vocational education, integrated with 
academic instruction and training in responsibility, self-discipline, and leadership that 
employers find lacking in new entrants to the workforce and in which the military 
structure excels. Moreover, the plan was to mold all of these components into a nurturing 
environment. To fund the creation of schools-within-schools, known as Junior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC), Career Academies at nine urban high schools across 
the United States, the two departments together contributed over $3.5 million to support 
the first three years of implementation and operation. These academies were designed to 
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expose a small subset of students at each high school to a career area such as health or 
business combined with a structured and disciplined military training program designed 
for high school age students (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
For more than 75 years, the Pentagon has overseen JROTC programs at high 
schools throughout the United States. Run by each service, JROTC programs hired 
retired military personal to instruct students on service-specific, historical, technological 
and geographical topics and to train students in self-discipline, leadership, courtesy and 
citizenship. Patterned after military units, JROTC programs also instruct students in 
marching, drilling, and respect for authority. JROTC courses augment but do not 
suppress students’ normal course loads and graduation requirements. Today, some 
400,000 students are enrolled in more than 2,600 JROTC programs nationwide (Hanser 
& Robyn, 2000). 
Career academies, however, are comparatively young, having sprung up in the 
late 1960s in an attempt to retain and motivate students whom are at risk of dropping out. 
They aim to demonstrate the relevance of education by combining academic and 
vocational course work, and to expose students to a wide range of occupational prospects 
within a specific career area. Academies operate as separate schools-within-schools, 
with students taking distinct course sequences taught in morning and afternoon blocks by 
teachers who have been dedicated to the academies. While many career academies fall 
short of that idea, all have the same goal: to create an environment in which students 
disenchanted with traditional high schools can be motivated to graduate and learn job 
skills. Today, upwards of 470 career academies are located in schools across the country 
(Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
The paper investigates the concepts of JROTC Career Academies in urban public 
schools and through administrators’ perspectives will the academy have an impact on the 
students’ attendance, behavior, test scores, and graduation rates. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to gather information from administrators regarding 
military career academies and their effectiveness toward “at risk” students as it relate to 
attendance, behavior, test scores and the graduation rate. It was hypothesized that 
administrators believe that JROTC Career Academies have a positive effect on 
attendance, behavior, test scores and the graduation rate. It was null hypothesized that 
administrators’ perceptions about JROTC Career Academies do not have an effect on 
attendance, behavior, test scores and the graduation rate. 
The intent of this research was to investigate JROTC Career Academies in public 
schools to see if they are effective in enforcing attendance, behavior, student learning 
(test scores) and the graduation rate through administrators’ perspective. 
The marriage between JROTC and career academies has linked programs with 
distinctly different cultures. JROTC programs are designed to attract motivated, 
enthusiastic students who show leadership potential. Their agenda focuses on discipline, 
chain of command, and self-responsibility. Career academies, in contrast, single out 
students who are not achieving up to their potential, many of whom are not motivated by 
traditional course work and are at risk of not completing high school. The academies 
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strive to prevent dropouts by creating schools-within-schools that provide integrated 
academic and vocational training (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Background of the Problem 
The rationale of this research focuses on administrators’ perceptions of JROTC 
Career Academies and how they impact “at-risk” students’ attendance, behavior, test 
scores, and graduation rates of urban public schools. 
In the wake of the Columbine High school murders and several other copycat 
shootings, school officials have become very nervous when students suddenly start acting 
out (Abbott, 2001). In recent years, middle school grades have become increasingly 
identified as a time of general academic risk. Students’ attitudes toward school become 
more negative, their self-esteem and academic self-concept decline, and they attribute 
waning value to academic endeavors. These signs of academic unrest present grave 
concerns not only because of their implications for students’ immediate adjustment but 
also because the behaviors associated with these maladaptive motivation beliefs. 
Although a number of studies have followed students from elementary into middle 
school, less is known about their transition into high school and the ways in which middle 
school experiences shape later disengagement for some students (Murdock, Anderman, & 
Hodge, 2000). 
In addition to the overt behaviors peers may use to encourage or dissuade 
academic success, peers might also influence their friends’ motivation through their 
reflected appraisals. Not only are adolescents more likely to seek friends who are similar 
to themselves, they also influence their friends’ behavior in ways consistent with their 
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own actual or ideal self-perceptions. As such, there is often congruence between 
students’ own educational goals and aspirations and the perceived and actual plans and 
expectation of their friends (Murdock et al., 2000). 
Every child has an educational right to a safe school. Safe schools are not just 
settings where problematic behaviors are nonexistent but settings where children feel safe 
and secure enough to be able to develop to their full potential. In safe schools, students 
are free of psychological stress and physical harm. To the extent that schools are not 
safe, there will be places where it will be difficult for students to acquire the academics 
and social competencies they need to succeed in our society. In this context, educators 
should explore comprehensive, practical, school-based approaches that increase the 
institutional capacity of schools to prevent problem behaviors (Nelson, Martella, & 
Marchand-Martella, 2002). 
Effective Behavioral Support (EBS) has been shown to increase schools’ 
capacities for creating positive teaching and learning environments and reducing the 
occurrence of problem behaviors. EBS is the application of positive behavioral 
interventions and systems to achieve socially important behavior change across all of a 
school’s environments. EBS involves applying a behaviorally based system approach to 
enhancing the capacity of the school that improves the fit or link between research 
validated practices where the actual environment in which teaching and learning occur 
(Nelson, et al., 2002). 
The benefits derived from investment in education are well known by now. 
Increases in the quantity and quality of educational provision are associated with 
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increased productivity, reduced poverty and income inequality, and improved health and 
economic growth. Test scores exert a strong influence on the school attendance decision 
and that teacher quality, measure by the disposition toward an “active and participative” 
teaching methodology are an important determinant of academic achievement (Bedi & 
Marshall, 1999). 
A recent study (Kaplan, Gheen, & Maehr, 2002) conducted with sixth-grade 
middle schools students, suggested that mastery and performance goals are also related to 
students disruptive behavior in the classroom. Disruptive behavior, such as testing, 
talking out of turn, getting out of one’s seat, disrespecting others—and more seriously but 
less frequently—violence and vandalism also, has been acknowledged recently as a 
growing problem in schools and indeed as one of the most serious concerns of teachers 
and parents. It is reasonable that student’s personal achievement goals would be related 
to their disruptive behavior. Mastery goals are likely to facilitate a focus on learning that 
will result in more investment in the academic task and in increased on-task behavior. 
Most misbehaving students mostly seek to goof off or negotiate task requirements 
(Kaplan, 2002). 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem is the low attendance, poor behavior, low-test scores and low 
graduation rates among “at risk” students in public schools. The career military academy 
within a school is seen as one strategy to help curve the rate of dropouts and the behavior 
of students, to improve test scores and also improve the graduation rate. The national 
educational goals by the year 2000 are as follows: 
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School Readiness'. All children in America will start school ready to learn. 
1. Graduation: The high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90 
percent. 
2. Competency: All students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated 
competency over challenging subject matter, including English, Mathematics, 
Science, Foreign Language, Civics and Government, Economics, Arts, 
History, and Geography, and every school in America will ensure that all 
students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible 
citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our nation’s 
modem economy. 
3. Math and Science: United States student will be first in the world in 
mathematics and science achievement. 
4. Citizenship: Every adult American will be literate and will possess the 
knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global economy and exercise 
the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 
5. Safety: Every school in the United States will be free of drugs, violence, and 
the unauthorized present of firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined 
environment conducive to learning. 
6. Professional Development: The nation’s teaching force will have access to 
programs for the continued improvement of their professional skills and the 
opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills needed to instruct and prepare 
American students for the next century. 
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7. Parental Involvement: Every school will promote partnerships that will 
increase parental involvement and participation in promoting the social, 
emotional, and academic growth of children. (Handout) 
This study examined administrators’ perspectives of a military academy and the 
impact it has on the attendance, behavior, test scores, and graduation rates of students that 
attend an urban public high school. 
Significance of the Study 
The significance of the study is that it addresses crucial questions to determine if 
JROTC Career Academies, through administrators’ perspectives, will have a huge effect 
on attendance, behavior, test scores and the graduation rate. Schools are in the learning 
business. Their central mission is to construct environments that facilitate the learning of 
essential knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Schools possess knowledge embedded in their 
routines and practices and in the particular strategies they select for performing compiles 
teaching and organizational task when other strategies for accomplishing the same 
purposes might just as well have been employed. A school’s organizational structure, 
systems of communication means for allocating resources, and the rewards and sanctions 
that are used to keep participants in check, express what the school has “learned.” 
Accepted teaching practices, school disciplinary codes, honors, and ceremonies embody 
the school’s knowledge and beliefs about student learning and behavior. Even the 
physical structures themselves serve to facilitate certain forms of social activity 
(Tschannen-Moran, Uline, Hoy, & Mackley, 2000). 
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Research Questions 
1. What is the relationship between an administrators’ years of experience and 
their perception of a JROTC Career academies’ student behavior? 
2. What is the relationship between an administrators’ years of experience and 
their perception of JROTC Career academies’ student attendance? 
3. What is the relationship between an administrators’ years of experience and 
their perception of JROTC Career academies’ student SAT scores and 
standardized test scores? 
4. What is the relationship between an administrators’ gender and their 
perception of JROTC Career academies’ student graduation rates? 
5. What is the relationship between an administrators’ gender and their 
perception of JROTC Career academies’ student SAT scores and standardized 
test scores? 
Summary 
Career academies are an attempt to retain and motivate students whom are as risk 
of dropping out. They aim is to demonstrate the relevance of education by combining 
academic and vocational course work, and to expose students to a wide range of 
occupational prospects within a specific career area. There are about 470 career 
academies located in schools across the country. The paper investigates the concepts of 
the military academy in urban public schools, and through administrators’ perspectives, 
will the academy have an impact on the student’s attendance, behavior, test scores, and 
graduation rates. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The intent of this chapter was to review education research and literature that 
were related to selected variables affecting administrators’ perceptions of JROTC Career 
Academies and their impact on attendance, behavior, test scores, and graduation rates. 
The independent variables include administrator’s perceptions of JROTC Career 
Academies and the dependent variables are attendance, behavior, test scores, and 
graduation rates. The literature was reviewed under the following heading: Historical 
Perspective: JROTC Career Academies, Attendance, Behavior, Test Scores, Graduation 
Rates and Selected Literature. 
Historical Perspective: JROTC Career Academies 
The DoD and the DoED teamed up in 1992 in an experiment they hoped would 
help lower school dropout rates by offering students vocational education integrated with 
academic instruction and the training in responsibly, self-discipline, and leadership that 
employers find lacking in new entrants to workforce and in which the military structure 
excels. Moreover, the plan was to meld all of these components into a nurturing 
environment. To fund the creations of schools-within-schools, known as Junior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC) Career Academies at nine urban high schools across 
the United States, the two departments together contributed over $3.5 million to support 
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the first three years of implementation and operation. These academies were designed to 
expose a small subset of students at each high school to a career area such as health or 
business combined with a structured and disciplined military training program designed 
for high school age students (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
The United States Departments of Defense (DoD) and Education (DoED) 
introduced Junior Reserve Officers Training corps (JROTC) Career Academies in 1992 to 
nine urban high schools across the United States. This was the first time that DoD’s 
long-standing high school JROTC program had been linked with the a career academy 
concept, an innovative high school program operating at that time in approximately 150 
schools nationwide. In comparison, JROTC programs today are in place in over 2,600 
high schools nationwide with an enrollment of about 400,000 students. JROTC Career 
Academies follow a traditional career academy model with the single additions of an 
integrated JROTC component (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
The JROTC Career Academies, schools within schools that offer a focused course 
of study simultaneously training students in an occupational field and preparing them for 
college, is an attempt to capitalize both on military expertise in discipline, training, and 
leadership from the JROTC program and on the career academy concept that is designed 
to keep at-risk students in schools (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). For more than 75 years, the 
Pentagon has overseen JROTC programs at high schools throughout the United States. 
Run by each service, JROTC programs hire retired military personnel to instruct students 
on service-specific historical, technological, and geographical topics and to train students 
in self-discipline, leadership, courtesy, and citizenship. Patterned after military units, 
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JROTC programs also instruct students in marching, drilling, and respect for authority. 
JROTC courses augment but do not supplant student’s normal course loads and 
graduation requirements. Today, some 400,000 students are enrolled in more than 2,600 
JROTC programs nationwide (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Career academies, however, are comparatively young, having sprung up in the 
late 1960s in an attempt to retain and motivate students who, are at risk of dropping out. 
They aim to demonstrate the relevance of education by combining academic and 
vocational course work, and to expose students to a wide range of occupational prospects 
within a specific career area. Academies operate as separate schools with in schools, 
with students taking distinct course sequences taught in morning and afternoon blocks by 
teachers who have been dedicated to the academies (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
The marriage between JROTC and career academies has linked programs with 
distinctly different cultures. JROTC programs are designed to attract motivated, 
enthusiastic students who show leadership potential. Their agendas focus on discipline, 
chain of command, and self-responsibility. Career academies, in contrast, single out 
students who are not achieving up to their potential, many of whom are not motivated by 
traditional coursework and are at risk of not completing high school. The academies 
strive to prevent dropouts by creating schools within schools that provide integrated 
academic and vocational training (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
To its supporters, this marriage was one way to deal with new and competing 
conditions facing the military, American schools, and employers seeking more 
responsible young people. In the early 1990s, educational reform rose to the top of the 
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national agenda, and school to work programs gained popularity in both political and 
educational circles. At the same time, with United States troop strength on the decline in 
the wake of the end of the cold war, policy makers were looking for ways to lessen the 
impact of military downsizing and reduced defense contracts on the domestic economy. 
And with the end of the cold war, a growing portion of the general public expected to see 
peace dividends—in the way of more resources available for economic expansion, 
infrastructure, and social program. These JROTC Career Academies, which used 
innovative instructional techniques and included retired military personnel to address a 
vexing education problem, seemed to answer all of these demands (Hanser & Robyn, 
2000). JROTC is currently authorized under Title 10 USC 2031: 
The Secretary of each military department shall establish and maintain a 
Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, organized into units, at public 
and private Secondary educational instructions which apply for a unit and 
meet the standards and criteria prescribed pursuant to this section. 
According to Title 10, the purpose of JROTC is to instill in students in United 
States secondary educational institutions other vales of citizenship, service to the United 
States, and personal responsibility and a sense of accomplishment. DoD directive 
1205.13 lists another objective: Develop in students an interest in military service as a 
career. JROTC entails three distinct programs run cooperatively by the Departments of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Each military service has its own organization for 
developing and overseeing its JROTC programs, and each has a distinctive four-year 
JROTC curriculum. A school that wishes to establish a JROTC program must apply to 
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one of the military service for approval. According to a Navy evaluation of the benefits 
of NJROTC programs, host schools perceive a positive benefit to cadets’ academic 
performance. Written feedback from a host school survey indicates that host schools 
perceive the program to play a vital role in the communities and schools that host a 
NJROTC unit. The program provides a place to belong, to grow, to develop and to 
achieve. The cadets learn how to be an effective leaders, as well as a community and 
school. For some cadets the NJROTC program is the one place where they can find 
support, help and someone who cares. For others, the NJROTC program provides a 
positive alternative to belonging to gangs, a hope for the future and a reason to stay in 
school (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
When a JROTC program is first established, the school is authorized to hire and 
staff its program with two retired military personnel. As the total number of students 
enrolled in the program grows, the number of authorized retired military personnel 
climbs. Uniformed retired military personnel who are hired by, and become employees 
of the sponsoring school district teach JROTC classes. Like other teachers in their 
school, JROTC instructors report to the school principal as their supervisor. Not all 
retired military personnel are eligible to become JROTC instructors. Each military 
service certifies those retired personnel it considers qualified. Minimum qualifications 
typically include an unblemished service record and experience as a military instructor. 
(Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Instructors receive, as a minimum, the equivalent of their prior active duty pay. 
One-half comes from military retirement benefits, one-quarter is paid by the school 
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district, and the remaining one-quarter is reimbursed to the school district by the 
sponsoring military department. Thus, one motivation behind a school and district 
having a JROTC program is to obtain additional adult staff at a fraction of their real cost 
(Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Students in JROTC classes receive instruction on historical and geographical 
themes specific to the sponsoring military department seeks to develop in students an 
interest in the oceans and how they affect world affairs, and the Air Force program 
includes instruction on the principles of flight. All JROTC programs focus on providing 
students with skills and practice in self-discipline, leadership, and citizenship. JROTC 
programs are patterned after military unites, with students assigned to various leadership 
roles. As part of the program of instruction, all JROTC programs teach “drill and 
ceremony”—instruction and practice in marching, military courtesy and following orders 
give by those with authority. Student officers guided by the retired military staff lead 
these activities. JROTC units usually field the school color guard and often sponsor drill 
and marksmanship teams as after school extracurricular activities. JROTC represents an 
institutional culture that is in many ways distinct from the educational establishment in 
which it resides. Perhaps as an indication of how JROTC programs are viewed on high 
school campuses, they are often housed apart from the main school’s academic programs, 
having offices and classrooms in the basement or in a separate building. The retired 
military personnel who staff JROTC programs may be seen as outsiders by their teacher 
colleagues with whom they share few common background experiences (Hanser & 
Robyn, 2000). 
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The career academy reform movement began in Philadelphia during the 1960s to 
encourage high school students to stay in school. The movement fashioned several 
school reform ideas into an integrated whole. It was designed to address the needs of 
students “at risk” of dropping out of school who would lack the education and job skills 
needed for employment. Underlying the essential characteristics of academies is the 
theory that dropout rates can be reduced and student achievement increased if students 
are educated in a nurturing environment that makes clear to them that the value of 
education is in its relevance to their future life and career opportunities (Hanser & Robyn, 
2000). 
The core characteristics of the Philadelphia career academy model include the 
following components: 
1. Structure of a School within a School. A team of teachers linked with a group 
of students forms a distinct unit within a school. The teachers remain with the 
student group throughout high school. These teachers are dedicated to the 
success of the student group and together plan curricula and activities that 
promote the academy’s goals. 
2. Block Scheduling of Classes and Students-. Classes are scheduled 
consecutively and students move together form class to class. The block 
typically consumes either the entire morning or afternoon. Academy teachers 
decide how to use the block of class time. Block scheduling provides 
flexibility in class length, allowing classes to be scheduled, as needed, for 
more or less as one regular class period. 
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3. Common planning time for teachers : Academy teachers meet daily or weekly 
to develop curricula, plan activities, and share reports of student problems and 
progress. 
4. Occupational Focus: The academy curricula and activities focus on a specific 
occupational area. There is a sequence of courses and activities designed to 
acquaint students with the entire breadth of a career field and to provide work- 
related experiences in some portion of it. 
5. Integrated Academic and Vocational Curriculum: Topics and project cross 
individual course lines - the curriculum is integrated thematically by the 
academy’s occupational focus. 
6. Reduced Student-Teacher Ratio: Class sizes are small permitting greater 
attention for each student. 
7. Business Partners: Business partners assist in designing the academy 
program. They participate in setting goals, developing curricula, planning and 
hosting activities, providing workplace experiences, developing and 
renovating facilities, and providing classroom equipment. They may prove 
resources for the academy and identify and enlist other sources of support the 
academy (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Like JROTC programs, career academies typically recruit students, rather than 
have them assigned to the program. In academies, students and their parents may be 
required to sign an agreement stipulating acceptable behaviors and performance if the 
student is to remain in the academy. Academy teachers also usually choose to participate 
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in the program, although local customs or constraints may define whether teachers are 
assigned or volunteer to participate. Finally, the career academy coordinator is usually a 
senior teacher who has been released from some teaching responsibilities to manage the 
academy (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Lutz and Bartlett (2000) concluded that embedded in the Army JROTC 
curriculum’s presentation of citizenship, history, and leadership are militarist messages 
about the nature of democracy, the appropriate relationship between civilian and military 
spheres, the inevitability of war, the character and value of other cultures, and the 
military as a catalyst for social development. The text encourages the reader to rely 
uncritically on the military as a source of self-esteem and guidance. It suggests that 
women and minority men have further to go than white men in becoming full citizens. 
The stated mission of JROTC is “to motivate young people to be better 
Americans.” The Army is the largest service branch and has the largest number of 
programs around the country. Its textbooks, Leadership Education and Training (LET) 
are divided into four levels. Each level contains a unit on citizenship, communication, 
leadership, cadet challenge, physical fitness, leadership lab/drill, drug prevention, and 
American military history. In addition, three levels have a unit on first aid, map reading, 
and career selection, and two levels have sections on the role of the Army and on 
technology. Additionally, up to twenty five- percent of the curriculum may include 
optional subjects like Marksmanship and Safety or Army customs and Courtesies (Lutz & 
Bartlett, 2000). 
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In Oakland, California, Mayor Jerry Brown is concentrating on reviving Oakland 
and creating the Oakland Military Institute (OMI). The school day runs form 7:30 am to 
4 p.m. No social promotions. Everyone is in uniform. High expectations -everyone is 
aiming for college. Advanced placement (AP) courses begin in the ninth grade. It is, 
says Brown, a “cram school” that “unabashedly” teaches to the pertinent test. Part of the 
application process is a 10-day encampment at the National Guard faculty in San Luis 
Obispo, from which, Brown says; “a bus will leave every day with those who can’t make 
it.” During the school year there is a National Guard sergeant as well as a teacher in 
every class. Brown thinks one way to improve the abysmal performance Oakland’s 
public schools, where only about 1,600 of 4,000 ninth-graders will graduate from high 
school, and only 400 of the 4,000 will even take the courses required for applying to the 
University of California system (Will, 2002). 
Chicago school leaders’ plan to open a military academy inside a public high 
school has run into resistance from community members angry enough to try to form a 
protective human ring around the school. The academy is part of the city’s Renaissance 
2010 plan, which calls for opening more than 100 small, theme schools in Chicago to 
increase choice for families. That plan, which offers outside groups the opportunity to 
manage most of the new schools, has been intensely criticized as lacking community 
input Peter Cunningham, a spokesman for the district, said Senn High was chosen for the 
academy because the building, with 1,700 students and space for 2,800, is underutilized, 
and only 60% of the eligible teenagers in its attendance area choose to enroll. Army Lt. 
Colonel Rick W. Miss, the district’s director of military schools and Junior Reserve 
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Officer Training Corps programs, said Senn High would provide a military academy in a 
part of the city where no such option exits. Across Chicago, 11,000 students participate 
in JROTC programs, representing the four main branches of the United States military 
(Gewertz, 2004). 
The mission of the nation’s first public multiservice military high school, The 
Chicago Military Academy-Bronzeville, is a special initiative providing a unique learning 
center for students who are strongly motivated and who wish a distinctive educational 
experience. Students study in a small school environment of focused learning guided by 
a team of mentor teachers and military teaching partners whom bring unparalleled 
experiences and life skills. The academy prepares students for responsible leadership 
roles while making them aware of their rights, responsibilities and privileges as American 
citizens. In addition, the academy promotes graduation from high school and provides 
instruction and rewarding opportunities, which will benefit the students, community and 
nation. JROTC motivates students to become better citizens by building self-esteem, 
and developing self-discipline, leadership, communication and teamwork skills. 
An $18.5 million plan to renovate the armory as an educational facility is being 
coordinated by the Chicago Public building Commission. When work is completed, the 
armory will have 15 lecture rooms, computer and science labs, administrative offices, a 
fitness center, grandstand and cafeteria. It will also contain the nation’s first museum 
devoted to the military achievements of African Americans. A $10 million United States 
Department of Defense appropriation and $14 million Rangle bond, reserved exclusively 
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to assist educational initiatives in United States empowerment zones, will help pay for 
building renovation and operation cost. 
Tentative plans call for the construction of an annex on the north side of the 
building after enrollment increases to about 400. The new space would contain about 15 
classrooms to offer more students the opportunity to attend. Following Bronzeville’s 
designation in 1998 as a Chicago historic district, initiated by the Department of Planning 
and Development, other structures are being recognized for their role in shaping the 
neighborhood, including the Oberton Hygienic Building. Mayor Daley proposed tax 
increment financing to spur additional redevelopment of these and other properties. 
The Chicago Military academy-Bronzeville is a unique learning center that provides 
students with invaluable leadership training for life after graduation. The curriculum 
emphasizes college preparatory courses in conjunction with a Junior ROTC program 
taught by distinguished veterans of the United States Army, Navy, Air force, and 
Marines. 
As a part of the initial recruitment, the Chicago Military Academy-Bronzeville 
accepted applications from approximately 100 freshmen every year, with the first class 
scheduled to graduate 2003. Graduates can choose to join the armed forces, pursue 
secondary education or enter the job market with the benefit of having completed an elite 
educational program for young adults. In addition to completing state requirements for 
English, social studies, math, foreign language, computer science and to their courses, 
cadets must participate in four years of JROTC programming and select from several 
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electives, including art, music and integrated vocational courses. Daily dress codes will 
incorporate school issued military uniforms that bear a school insignia. 
The New York school system, which strains to serve 1.1 million children and in a 
public school in Harlem is the Renaissance Military and Leadership Academy. Every 
morning at 7:30, about 300 students clad in camouflage and combat boots assemble at the 
school, on West 129th Street, for the Pledge of Allegiance. During the course of the day 
the sounds of “Ten-hut!” and “At ease!” echo down the corridors of what was once called 
Junior High School 43. The coursework includes a military class taught by Colonel 
Collins, who is so integral to the school that when his position seemed in jeopardy, 
dozens of students complained by letter to the city’s Department of Education. The 
colonel, who says marching drills instill obedience, said his class covered military 
history, military customs and military courtesies. Students learn, for example that a 
sergeant outranks a lance corporal (Barry, 2003). 
The principal at I.S. 286, Sandra Small, is the general. Her secretary is chief 
warrant officer. One school aide holds the rank of major another, the rank of captain. 
Depending on their behavior and diligence, the sixth through eight grade students can 
eventually be promoted to staff sergeant. The school gives structure to children from a 
poor neighborhood with some of the lowest academic scores in the city. Previously, the 
school was failing so miserably that four years ago the local school board replaced it with 
a military mode, making it the only middle school of its kind in the city. The transition 
was hard officials acknowledge. Fights broke out. Students rebelled against rules that 
banned everything forming hair to the display of jewelry. Attendance has risen to 92%, 
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parents have become more involved, and test scores, while still low, are rising. There are 
also plans to award ribbons to students who win promotions (Barry, 2003). 
Across the United States, cites are realizing that traditional large urban high 
schools simply do not work for the requirements of our time. Schools systems now 
understand students need individual attention to thrive. They need to be encouraged to 
participate in experiences that will help them grown and develop. In the complicated 
technological world of the 21st century, high school students need to be ready and able to 
go onto college or some level of post secondary training. They need to be prepared for 
the world of work and to take their place as responsible, contributing citizens of our 
community. 
Across the United States, cities are realizing that traditional large urban high 
schools imply do not work for the requirements of our time. School systems now 
understand students need individual attention to thrive. They need to be encouraged to 
participate in experiences that will help them grow and develop. In the complicated 
technological world of the 21st century, high school students need to be ready and able to 
go onto college or some level of postsecondary training. They need to be prepared for 
the world of work and to take their place as responsible, contributing citizens of our 
community (Paulhus, 2004). 
Worcester’s large public high schools are now being restructured into small 
schools, where each and every student will be expected, and helped, to achieve 
academically to “stretch” to be the best they can be. They are being asked to prepare well 
for whatever education they will need after high schools, and to participate in activities 
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where their contribution is valued and encouraged, both in school and outside of school. 
The small schools are built on five basic principles: a personalized education for every 
student: rigorous academics for all: a collaborative culture where teachers work together 
on all facets of education and school life: youth development, so that students' voices and 
individual responsibility are integral to the learning culture; and family and community 
partnerships (Paulhus, 2004). 
They currently have 17 small schools, also called “academies,” operating within 
our high schools. Each small school has approximately 350 to 400 students, emphasizing 
rigorous general education with a specialized academic focus, and each with its own team 
of teachers. The school is on track to make sure that every school has participating 
partners from business, higher education, and from the nonprofit community. Research 
throughout the country shows that students do better in small schools. There are some 
high achievers who will do well in any environment. But the small school initiative aims 
to support both high achievers and those whole lag academically. All students are more 
apt to thrive when they receive focused, individual attention form teachers, counselors, 
and other adults, and when they study with others who share their career and academic 
interests (Paulhus, 2004). 
Attendance 
Another challenge for educators is trying to orchestrate a turnaround in escalating 
dropout rates and plummeting enrollment. School districts have been pulling their hair 
out to define what a dropout rate is. One of the most influential factors in dropout rates is 
parents’ education attainment level especially the mother. A student whose mother 
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dropped out of high school is far more likely to drop out than a student whose parents 
bother went to college. Economic factors may correlate somewhat to dropout rates, but it 
is more likely that the lower incomes you find parents with less education (Walker, 
2004). 
Recent research shows that states with exit exams also have a bigger dropout 
problem. When Walter Haney looked at six large states, including New York, that 
implemented high-stakes tests, he found that their graduation rates dropped eight 
percentage points, on average, from 1987 to 1999. In six states without the tests, 
graduation rates dropped 2.5 percentage points. Researcher John Robert Warren of the 
University of Minnesota found that exit exams do not necessarily increase dropout rates, 
but do increase the number of students seeking GEDs (Toppo, 2003). 
State education officials attacked the study, saying it was unfair to compare 
dropout figures with graduation rates. In addition to the study, Dr. Jay P. Greene had 
compiled a spreadsheet comparing the reported dropout rates in different states with their 
graduation rates. The gap was largest in South Carolina and Texas, both of which he said 
undercounted dropouts by roughly 30%. The study found that for the class of 2001, 72% 
of white students graduated form school, only half the black, Latino and American Indian 
children left with diplomas. The study found that Florida (56%) had the lowest 
graduation rate in the country, followed by Georgia and South Carolina. The most 
successful states, according to the study, were North Dakota, where 89% of high school 
students graduate in four years. The study also examined the college readiness of 
students who completed high school, and found that about 37% of white students, and 
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38% of Asian students, graduate with sufficient course work and grades to attend college. 
For blacks, Latinos, and American Indians, the figures were discouraging: 20% of 
blacks, 16% of Latinos, and 14% of American Indians leave high school prepared to enter 
college. 
In South Carolina, Calvin Jackson, deputy superintendent of education, said that 
officials had never claimed that the 3% annual dropout rate meant that the state had no 
dropout problem. Dr. Greene calculated a claimed 87% graduation rate for the state, 
while his study estimated the true figure at 57%. 
Christopher B. Swanson, an education researcher at the Urban Institute who has 
also studied graduation area, maintained that graduation and dropout rates should bear 
some relation to each other (Schemo, 2003). Somers and Piliawsky (2004) did a study to 
evaluate a pilot, drop out prevention program designed to provide academic tutoring and 
supplemental enrichment to 9th graders and to examine additional data on adolescents’ 
motivators and role models related to high school drop-out and completion. The program 
targeted 9th graders because many adolescents decide to drop out of high school at age 
16, which occurs for most in the 10th grade. Students were from a major city in the 
Midwest, and were 99% African American and of lower socioeconomic levels. The 
findings indicated that students appeared to benefit from the opportunity to develop close 
relations with adult tutors who cared about their success. The dropout rate for students in 
this program was much lower than that of 9th graders in that high school who were not in 
the program, as well as for 9th graders in the entire school district. Developmental 
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transitions, particularly which into high school, are prominent issues about which 
educators should be concerned. 
Although some urban districts such as Los Angeles Unified are still expanding 
and struggling to find room for a growing number of immigrant children, about half the 
school districts in California are experiencing significant declines in enrollment, 
education officials said. Fewer students translates to fewer state dollars, at a time when 
the budget crisis has already reduced aid to many districts, and prompts moves to close 
schools to save money (Hayasaki, 2003). 
San Jose Unified is an example of declining enrollment and a gaping budget 
deficit led the 31,000 student district to close Erikson, Hammer, and Hester elementary 
schools. The shifts are bound to exacerbate budget problems in many large urban 
districts. Funding for schools in California varies somewhat from district to district. But 
the state kicks down an average of $7,244 for each student served in a public school. If a 
district loses 633 elementary students, as San Jose Unified did between 2003 and 2004, 
that translates to a loss of nearly $4.6 million in attendance based state funding from a 
total budget of $257 million (Hull, 2005). 
The findings by the National Research Council, say making high schools more 
personalized and their offering more relevant to students’ lives would help reduce high 
urban dropout rates, which in some cities top 50%. Recent scores on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress also show that urban students score lower than their 
rural and suburban peers in reading, math and other basic skills (Toppo, 2003). 
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Behavior 
The State of Georgia has the Behavior Support Process developed pursuant to the 
Improved Student Learning Environment and Discipline Act of 1999. The Act was 
designed to create the expectation that the process of disciplining students will include 
due consideration, as appropriate in light of the severity of the behavioral problem, of 
student support services that may help the student address behavioral problems, and that 
may be available through the school, the school system, other public entities, or 
community organizations. 
Students have changed as society has changed. Students today come to school 
with needs that seemingly are different from the needs of students in the past. Therefore, 
they need services that exceed what a regular classroom teacher can provide. These 
services must recognize the need for comprehensive and flexible support that is 
community-based and available to all children and their families. The behavior support 
process must recognize and build on strengths that exist in all young people, their 
families and communities, creating a system of supports and opportunities that promote 
positive choices and behavior. 
A behavior support process is a mechanism for identifying and addressing those 
behaviors and environmental influences that promote the positive emotional, mental, 
social, and physical health needs of students. The process was designed to provide 
services to the chronic disciplinary problem student the delivery model of the Behavior 
Support Process should be: 
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1. Student Centered— belief in the ability of the student to effect positive change 
in behavior. 
2. Family Focused— including parents as essential partners in promoting 
self-discipline of students. 
3. Prevention Oriented— being proactive about helping students to avoid 
negative behaviors initially as well as helping troubled students to avoid 
negative behaviors initially as well as helping troubled students to avoid 
future difficulties. 
4. Community-Based—utilizing services that are accessible to students and their 
parents. 
5. Goal Oriented—actively working to see that desired behavior occur by 
fostering positive school climate. 
Basic Elements of the Process: 
1. Develop a plan based on a multi-strategy approach that seeks to organize the 
school, school system, parent, and community efforts into a comprehensive 
and integrated framework that is an integral part of the schools’ overall 
mission. Central to the framework is its ability to encompass existing 
programs as models. It is important that the plan identify a case management 
system and an individual that will manage the process for each student. 
2. Provide for support strategies that build on strengths of students rather than 
those that focus on behavioral deficits. Help students establish individual 
goals, relevant benchmarks, and a time frame for accomplishment. Focus on 
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youth development for example service learning, problem solving, skills 
development, and leadership development, mentoring, peer mentoring, peer 
mediation, and conflict management. 
3. Customize supports and services for the student. Use assessment methods, 
both formal and informal, that build on student strengths. Individualize 
assessments using multiple methods to develop a profile of the whole child. 
Use an interdisciplinary team approach, such as the student support Team 
(SST) to determine and/or provide supports and services that meet the needs 
of the student. The composition of the team can vary based on the needs of 
the referred student. Suggested representation would be the parent, school 
psychologist, social worker, teacher, counselor, and principal. Other agency 
representatives should be included as appropriate. Integrate school-based and 
community based services. Link support services to the student code of 
conduct and discipline polices. Consider the discipline and behavioral history. 
Ensure that supports are developmentally and age appropriate. 
4. Utilize relevant and effective community resources. Have representative of 
youth organizations and services provide input as to availability of resources. 
Use community organizations and services that are culturally relevant, 
complete, and responsive to the schools request for assistance. Conduct 
follow-up with service providers regarding the services delivered and the 
impact on the students’ behavior. 
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In the urban public school being researched, their handbook states that good 
behavior is essential in maintaining a positive learning environment and in developing 
responsible citizenship. Self-control is closely linked to success. A student handbook is 
given to each student in grades kindergarten through twelve. The handbook explains in 
detail all discipline procedures, suspensions, expulsions and other pertinent information. 
The handbook is required reading for all students. Students in grades nine through 
twelve are tested on its contents. Parents are asked to read the handbook understand due 
process for their children. Parents and students are required to sign a statement indicating 
that they have read the handbook. All students attending the public school must behave 
in a manner that is in keeping with these guidelines. Students who misbehave will be 
subject to disciplinary actions. 
Wild, Flisher, Bhana, and Lombard (2004) investigated the associations among 
adolescents’ self-esteem in 6 domains. They are peers, school, family, sports/athletics, 
body image and global self-worth and risk behaviors related to substance use, bullying, 
suidiality, and sexuality. A multistage stratified sampling strategy was used to select a 
representative sample of 939 English, Afrikaans, and Xhosea speaking students in grades 
8 and 11 at public high schools in Cape Town, South Africa. Participants completed the 
self-esteem Questionnaire and a self-report questionnaire containing times about 
demographic characteristics and participation in a range of risk behaviors. It included 
questions about their use of tobacco, alcohol, cannabis, solvents, and other substances, 
bullying, suicidal ideation and attempts, and risky sexual behaviors. Data were analyzed 
using a series of logistic regression models, with the estimation of model parameters 
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being done throughout generalized estimation equations. Overall, the findings suggest 
that interventions that aim to protect adolescents from engaging in risky behaviors by 
increasing their self-esteem are likely to be most effective and cost-efficient if they are 
aimed at the family and school domains (Wild et al., 2004). 
Cullinan and Sabomie (2004) investigated the five eligibility characteristics of the 
federal education disability emotional disturbance (ED): inability to learn, relationship 
problems, inappropriate behavior, unhappiness or depression, and physical symptoms or 
fears. Participants were 1210 middle or high school level student with or with ED, of 
three different racial/ethnic statuses and both genders. Category main effects confirmed 
that adolescents with ED exceed those with ED on the five characteristics: interaction 
effects revealed nuances. For relationship problems, students with ED exceeded peers 
with ED at both school levels, but for unhappiness or depression and physical symptoms 
or fears, only middle school students with ED had higher scores than their peers. Among 
students with ED, European American exhibited greater physical symptoms or fears than 
did African Americans but not Hispanics. On relationship problems, there were 
categories by gender patterns unique to each race-ethnic group. 
Kutash and Duchnowski (2004) described the psychosocial characteristics of 
youth with an average age of 11.8 years served in special education due to emotional 
disturbances in urban communities. Data were collected describing service utilization, 
academic functioning, and family characteristics. Ten schools in three mid-size urban 
cities participated. Results from the administration of standardized assessments revealed 
that the majority of students scored in the clinical range on the parent version of the Child 
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Behavior Checklist and the Columbia Impairment Scale, indicating significant levels of 
emotional and behavioral impairment. Behavior problems began at an early age with 
80% of the youth using outpatient services beginning at the average age of 7.5 years and 
29% of the youth using inpatient services beginning at an average age of 8.4 years of age. 
Most of the youths’ school careers have been in a special education setting. The most 
common services currently being supplied by school personnel was individual counseling 
and this was provided for 63% of the students while child-serving agency personnel were 
providing individual counseling for 17% of the youth (Kutash & Duchnowski, 2004) 
Farrell and Sullivan (2004) did two studies that used latent growth-curve analysis 
to examine the relationship between witnessing violence and changes in problem 
behaviors (drug use, aggression, and delinquency) and attitudes during early adolescence. 
In study 1, six waves of data covering 6th to 8th grades were collected form 731 students 
in urban schools serving mostly African-American students. Strong cross-sectional 
relations were found between witnessing violence and other variables. Witnessing 
violence also predicted subsequent increases in drug use and attitudes supporting 
violence and decreases in value on achievement. In study two, five waves of data 
covering 6 to 9 grades were collected from an ethically diverse sample of 922 students 
at four rural schools. Witnessing violence predicted subsequent changes in drug use, but 
not in other variables. Growth-curve trajectories indicated that boys reported greater 
increases in witnessing violence than girls. Strong cross-sectional relations again were 
found between witnessing violence and other variables. Increases in witnessing violence 
also were related strongly to increases in problem behaviors and attitudes supporting 
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violence and to decreases in attitudes supporting nonviolence. These findings have 
important implications for research and intervention efforts (Farrell & Sullivan, 2004). 
Test Scores 
In Georgia, the testing system took full effect in 1997 when officials looked at 
the connection between state tests and the dropout rate (Matthew, 2000). Abigail and 
Stephan Themstrom’s (as cited in Flowers, 1999) central thesis is that the achievement 
gap between African-American and Latino students, on the one hand, and white and 
Asian student, on the other, can be closed, if only we stop making “excuses.” But the 
volume consists mostly of evidence about how large the gap is, and how impervious it 
has been to any number of public policies aimed at closing it. Their premise is that the 
central explanation for the black-white achievement gap is neither genetic nor 
discrimination but “culture.” They point out that there is no good evidence to support 
genetic determinism, and that contrary to popular belief there is not discrimination in 
areas such as school funding. While large funding differences can separate rich and poor 
school districts, majority to minority districts spend about he same amount per pupil as 
white districts, and classroom in overwhelmingly white schools are actually somewhat 
more crowded than classroom in overwhelmingly minority schools (Themstorm & 
Themstorm as cited in Flowers, 1999). 
The big issue is culture, meaning values, habits, and skills for example working 
hard, attending class, doing our homework, staying out of trouble and avoiding excessive 
television viewing. Meeting the demands of schools is harder for members of some 
racial and ethnic groups than for others. Some group cultures are more academically 
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advantageous than others. They insist that the problem of black underachievement has to 
do with black culture per se, not the culture of poverty or with the effects of economic 
disadvantage. Class differences (blacks are disproportionately poor) only explain one- 
third of the black-white achievement gap, they claim. In arguing the primacy of race, the 
Themstroms find themselves in a strange alliance with civil rights activists who also 
emphasize race over class, though the latter do so to highlight the role of racial 
discrimination, while the Themstroms place virtually all the emphasis on racial culture. 
The Themstroms point to studies finding that black children appeared less eager 
to learn new things, and were less likely to pay close attention to the class than whites, 
that blacks are far more likely than others to break school rules, disrupting their own and 
their classmates’ education, and that African Americans are much more likely to speed 
excessive time staring at a TV screen than whites. The authors note that robberies are 
much more common in majority-minority schools than in overwhelmingly white schools. 
These are the facts that cannot be wished away, but the authors’ attribution of these 
patterns to “black culture” is unconvincing, given numerous studies finding that such acts 
as cutting class, watching large amounts of television, and committing violent acts all 
track much more closely by socioeconomic class than by race. 
The KIPP academy in the South Bronx, explicitly teach values such as “civility, 
hard work and high standards” and do appear to have impressive academic result. 
Students arrive at 7:25 a.m. and leave at 5 p.m. with half-day Saturday classes and an 
extra three weeks of school in the summer. Teachers pledge to be available to students 
and parents by cell phone at all hours. Parents sign contracts promising to be available to 
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the school. The high achievement in these schools is a valuable reminder that race and 
class are not destiny. The problem, which the Themstroms at various points 
acknowledge, is that schools such as this work precisely because there are not many of 
them. Though students are admitted by lottery, only the most motivated poor families 
apply. Parents are willing to sign contracts to volunteer and students willing to endure 
the long hours and strict discipline. The Themstroms believe that every urban school 
should become a charter basing their suggestion in part on the theory that charters are 
freed from the grip of teacher union rules and will induce large numbers of idealistic and 
hardworking young people to join the teaching profession (Kahlenberg, 2003). 
The results are form the Third International Math and Science Survey, or Timss, 
which is administered by an international research consortium to a sampling of students 
in countries around the world to study math and science education. In 1995, U.S. fourth- 
graders who took the test scored above average in math and close to the top in science. 
But eight-graders scored below the international average in math and only slightly above 
it in science, and 12th grade scores are even worst. 
The test was given aging to eight-grader in 1999, and national results were 
released in December. Student performance in the United States improved, but some 
previously top-scoring nations did not participate that year and developing countries such 
as Indonesia and Philippines did, pulling down the average. More detailed result were 
release on 13 states and 14 school districts or groups of districts that volunteered to have 
additional children take the test, essentially competing against the averages of the United 
States and 37 other nations. 
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The math results showed the Naperville, Illinois school district and a group of 
districts in suburban Chicago, scored behind only five countries, led by Singapore, and 
scored far ahead of the United States average. In science, Naperville which as an 
enrollment of 18,473, led the international ranking with a group of districts in Illinois and 
Michigan, and the Academy School District in Colorado Springs, Colorado also among 
the top six in the world. But the results also showed districts in Miami, Jersey City, New 
Jersey, Chicago and Rochester, New York scoring at the bottom in both math and 
science. In science, only Chile, the Philippines, Morocco and South Africa scored lower 
than the 352,500-student Miami-Dade district. Those finding are embarrassing for the 
inner-city districts, which volunteered to take the test and paid $75,000 each to 
participate (Kronholz, 2001). 
Toppo’s (2004) findings from his reports state that test results from 15% of the 
nation’s students, and most it poorest are of urban fourth-graders reading at “proficient” 
or better levels on state skills test rose 4.9 percentage points in 2003, to 47.8%. Fifty one 
percent of fourth-graders were proficient or better at math, a 6.8-point gain. Other results 
show that most fourth-grade classes in urban districts narrowed the reading achievement 
gap between black and whit fourth-graders. Fifty three percent of eighth grades and 
38.9% of 10th grades narrowed the gap. Sixty percent of fourth-grade classes narrowed 
the achievement gap between white and Hispanic students (Toppo, 2004). 
Scores released show student in some of the nation’s largest urban school districts 
score below the national average on federal math and reading test. Ten school districts, 
including Cleveland, volunteered to set the city benchmarks in the National Assessment 
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of Educational Progress, regarded as the nation’s report card on a range of subjects. 
Overall, Charlotte, New York City, San Diego, Boston, and Houston had the highest 
percentages of students performing at a proficient level or better. 
Chicago 8th graders who took the NAEP test in 2003 matched the urban average, 
with 59% of its 8th graders performing at the basic level. Yet, in math, Chicago 8th 
graders ranked in the bottom half of the 10 districts, with 42% at a basic level compared 
with the urban average of 51%. Reading scores for Chicago 8th graders dropped. This 
was the first year all scores were provided for the districts (Olszewski, 2003). 
Manzo discusses the first trial urban district study from the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress (NAEP), which offers another gauge of how big city school 
systems are doing in moving students to proficiency in the key subjects. The study shows 
that students in six of the biggest and most diverse cities in the United States are well 
behind the national average in reading and writing, but in some categories and several of 
the districts, 4th and 8th graders who took the national assessments in those subjects last 
year were on a par with their peers around the country (Manzo, 3003). 
The scores include public charter schools as well as traditional public schools. 
Officials with NAEP said that scores at District charter schools were slightly lower than 
those in traditional public schools but that the lower scores did not significantly alter the 
District’s overall results (Bru, Stephens, & Torshei, 2002). 
Graduation Rate 
A recent report finds boys in Massachusetts’ urban school systems are 
significantly less likely than girls to graduate from high schools and earn a college 
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degree. The report examines gender differences in school dropout rates and college 
attendance plans. According to the study, boys in cities are also less likely than girls to 
go to college. On average only 48 percent of boys in urban systems like Boston, 
Worcester, Brockton, and Fall River in the class of 2000 graduated form high school and 
planned to attend a post secondary educational program in 2000. This compares with 62 
percent of girls from large urban districts. 
Boys in urban areas also have far poorer prospects for high school graduation and 
college compared with boys in more affluent areas. An average of 90% of boys from 
such affluent Massachusetts communities as Brookline, Newton, and Harvard both 
graduated form high school and planned to attend college in 2000, nearly double the 
percentage of male students in urban areas (Gehring, 2002). 
Related Literature 
Johnson (2002) did a comparative study on the effects on JROTC programs and 
the effects of students’ academic achievement and related school outcomes. First, in a 
sample or population that is normally distributed, participation in JROTC programs by 
high school students resulted in either no or nominal effects relative to achievement 
outcomes for the vast majority of students. That is, participation in JROTC programs 
will not necessarily result in better grades, conduct and behavior, high school completion 
rates, complete of more difficult courses, or increased college entrance rates for students. 
In essence, the findings suggest that outcome indicators/rates between JROTC 
participants and non-participants are similar across a number of variables, again, if the 
sample population is normally distributed. If, however, the sample population is 
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disaggregated, JROTC’s influence on student achievement and related outcome is 
substantially more significant, particularly among student who are at-risk or 
disadvantaged. 
In the evaluation of two equivalent sub samples of students consisting of the 
lowest or 4th SES quartile, data analysis indicated substantial differences in the academic 
performance and related outcomes of JROTC and non-JROTC participants. Across a 
number of dimensions, there were significant differences between the performance of 
JROTC and non-JROTC students. In nearly all categories, JROTC students out¬ 
performed their non-JROTC counterparts, and differences were statically significant. 
These finding suggest that JROTC programs appear to have a greater effect on student 
who are at-risk or come from lower socioeconomic or disadvantaged backgrounds, but 
have little or not effect on students who are not disadvantaged or come from higher SES 
levels. 
Despite the apparent improvement in the academic performance and related 
outcomes of lower SES students who participated in JROTC relative to their non-JROTC 
counterparts, participation in JROTC appears to have little or no effect on students’ 
cognitive abilities. No difference was evident in the cognitive abilities of JROTC 
participants and non-participants in the aggregate or desegregated samples. In the 
valuation of JROTC’s effect on student s performance what was different, particularly 
among lower SES students, was its effect on student’s behavior, attitudes and self¬ 
esteem. 
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Johnson (2002) concluded by stating that the real benefit of JROTC programs is 
not its perceived ability to improve the cognitive ability of students, but rather its ability 
to improve the moral, character and leadership qualities of students and particularly 
students who are at-risk and economically disadvantaged. For at-risk and disadvantaged 
children, JROTC programs appear to have a mostly positive influence other lives. In 
short, JROTC programs appear to benefit some students in our society who require the 
greatest amount of assistance in their efforts to realize higher academic achievement and 
educational attainment by which to better their lives. 
Logan (2000) investigated the perceptions held by host secondary school 
principals toward the Marine Corps Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC) 
program. In the summary of his findings, he states that although it was not a major stated 
purpose of the study, the professional and personal data obtained from the respondents 
was reported and analyzed. The respondents reported 129,183 students enrolled in their 
schools with a mean enrollment of 1,502.13 students and a medium enrollment of 1322.5 
students. However, the actual numbers for total enrollments of the respondents’ schools 
are higher because 14 respondents failed to indicate their school size on the returned 
survey instrument. 
Respondents reported 10,705 cadets enrolled in the Marine Corps JROTC with a 
mean of 124.48 and a medium of 115.0 cadets per school. Once again however, the 
actual total JROTC enrollment is higher because several principals failed to report their 
JROTC size on the returned survey instrument. 
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Overall, 82 respondents reported their community/city population and the 
majority (57.3%) of the reported schools were located in cities/communities of over 
50,0000 residents. The smallest group (9.8%) were located in communities/cities of 
fewer than 5,0000 inhabitants. 
The administrative experience with JROTC indicated that 25.3% (22) of the 87 
principals that responded to this area had over ten years experience while 4.6% (4) had 
one year or less experience with JROTC. The administrators with 2-5 years experience 
were the largest group with 46% (40) responding. 
There are strong indications that the respondents did believe that their JROTC 
program should ideally develop informed and responsible citizens. In addition, while not 
responding with the same level of agreement, the respondents generally agreed that their 
JROTC programs were currently emphasizing the development of informed and 
responsible citizens. 
The responses to the second belief statement indicated that the respondents were 
in agreement or strong agreement that students in JROTC should develop leadership 
skills. Although the same levels of strong agreement with agreement was not indicated, 
the respondents believed even more that their JROTC program currently is developing 
leadership skills. 
In the third belief statements, the respondents overwhelming believe that students 
should strengthen his/her character while in the JROTC program. The respondents were 
slightly less strong in their agreement that students are currently strengthening their 
character in their JROTC program. 
43 
The respondents indicated that a large number were in agreement or strong 
agreement with the belief that students should develop an understanding of the basic 
elements of national security. A similar majority, although not as large, were in 
agreement and strong agreement that their JROTC program currently was developing an 
understanding of the basic elements f national security in their students. 
The responses to the fifth belief statement indicated that the respondents were in 
agreement or strong agreement that student JROTC should form habits of self-discipline. 
Although the same levels of strong agreement and agreement was not indicated, the 
respondents believed that their JROTC program currently is teaching students to form 
habits of self-discipline. 
Flowers (1999) study was to determine the effect of participating in a JROTC 
course of instruction in terms of leadership behavior, self-esteem, average daily 
attendance and out-of-school suspensions. There was a significant difference in the 
mean scores for leadership behavior between JROTC sophomores and non-JROTC 
sophomores. The data support studies conducted by Bachman (1994). Although the two 
groups participating in this study did not differ significantly in terms of self-esteem as in 
the studies by Bachman (1994), the results indicate that there is a significant positive 
relationship between leadership behavior and self-esteem. As a JROTC student gains 
experience, he/she is given more leadership roles/positions. Consequently, one’s self¬ 
esteem may be increased as one gains confidence in handling various leadership 
responsibilities. 
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The JROTC program curriculum provides many opportunities for student 
involvement. In addition to classroom activities, the program has many extracurricular 
activities for student participation. These activities help fill the void in the students’ 
schedule and keep them off the streets. In this respect, the JROTC program enhances the 
overall school’s curriculum because it makes the school a more meaningful environment. 
Consequently, students will attend school more frequently. It is believed that the 
significance in the average daily attendance between JROTC students and non-JROTC 
students in this study is attributed to both the academic and extracurricular aspects of the 
JROTC program. Then the entire sample is analyzed, 70 versus 44 students were 
involved in some type of extracurricular activity. 
There was not a statistically significant difference between the JROTC 
participants and non-JROTC participants on the variable, out-of-school suspensions. 
This may be explained, in part, by the philosophies of the participating schools’ 
principals regarding out-of-schools suspensions. Some principals believe that out-of 
school suspensions should be sued for minor violations while others believe that only 
major offenses such as violent crimes and carrying guns warrant out of school 
suspensions. In some cases, principals do not believe in out of school suspensions at all. 
There were fewer out of school suspensions among the Army JROTC respondents. The 
baseline was very low. Department of the Army officials have found that JROTC student 
have fewer out-of-school suspension than their counter parts. 
The final research question elected information concerning how academic 
achievement (GPA) attributed to leadership, self-esteem, average daily attendance and 
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out-of-school suspensions. The study results indicate a significant positive relationship 
between average daily attendance and academic achievement. This findings supports 
other research which indicated that one who attends school on a regular basis cares about 
poor grades, whereas, the truant does not. Research regarding self-esteem and academic 
achievement may vary from study to study. The problem is exacerbated when one 
considers the issue of underachievement was prevalent long before self-esteem gained 
popularity. However, he concludes that many school dropouts are low achievers with 
low self-esteem. Respondents in the study did not demonstrate a significant relationship 
between self-esteem and academic achievement. 
There was a significant positive relationship between GPA of the respondents in 
this study and leadership behavior. Normally, student with good grade point averages 
does head such things as Student Government Associations. 
Lutz and Bartlett (1994) concluded in the Army JROTC curriculum’s presentation 
of citizenship, history and leadership are militarist messages about the nature of 
democracy, the appropriate relationship between civilian and military spheres, the 
inevitability of war, the character and value of other cultures, and the military as a 
catalyst for social development. It suggests that women and minority men have further to 
go than white men in becoming frill citizens. Untrained in the educational values of a 
plural, public classroom, the instructors undoubtedly communicate to students the value 
of a military career, and the values of the military itself. Those values, including an 
emphasis on dispute settlement through force, an uncritical view of American history, an 
emphasis on obedience, make JROTC antithetical to the goals of teaching students how 
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to participate, in a democracy, resolve conflicts peacefully, evaluate sources, and think 
analytically. 
Lutz and Bartlett (2000) also state school districts contemplating the introduction 
of the continuation of JROTC its need to consider a variety of issues beyond the 
curriculum itself. There is no evidence that the program reduces dropout rates increases 
the knowledge or analytic skills of those that participate, or prevent drug abuse. There is 
evidence that other non-military programs and personnel can do these things. There is 
concern that the expansion of the JROTC program diverts local school funds from other 
educational programs, represents a form of tracking, introduces weapons into schools, 
and constitutes a proliferation of military influence into what should be a strictly civilian 
world of education and youth services. While many JROTC personnel would clearly like 
to serve youth, the goal of the Department of Defense of defending its budget, employing 
its veterans, and gamering new recruits is not consistent with such service. 
Bachmann (1994) studied the effect of participation or non-participation in a 
junior reserve officer’s training corps (JROTC) program on leadership behavior and self¬ 
esteem among JROTC and non-JROTC high school juniors. The major findings of his 
study were 
1. Overall, there were statistically significantly higher mean scores for 
Leadership among the JROTC high school junior than non-JROTC students. 
2. Overall, there were statistically higher mean scores for self-esteem among the 
JROTC high school juniors than non-JROTC students. 
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3. Among the male respondents, there was a statistically higher leadership mean 
score among JROTC high school juniors than non-JROTC students, but no 
statistically significant difference in self-esteem means scores between the 
two groups. 
4. Among the female respondents, there were statistically higher mean scores for 
self-esteem non-JROTC students, but no statistically significant difference in 
Leadership mean scores between the two groups. 
5. There were no statistically significant differences noted for Leadership or self¬ 
esteem between the two groups with regard to ethnic background and 
academic achievement. 
6. There were no statistically significant differences noted for Leadership or self¬ 
esteem between the two groups with regard to high school attended. 
The JROTC Career Academy model contains the following components (Hanser 
& Robyn, 2000): 
• Structure of a school-within-a-school. A discrete group of teachers and 
students are assigned to the academy. 
• Block scheduling of classes and students. At least two academy classes are 
scheduled back to back. Blocked class time is used to advantage (e.g., 
occasional extended class periods; occasional joining of classes and 
instructors. 
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• Occupational focus. A career area is defined. There is a defined sequence of 
core classes and work-related activities. There are defined goals for what 
students will know and be able to do upon graduation. 
• Integrated academic and vocational curriculum. Academic and vocational 
course curricula are integrated. Projects that cross course lines exist. 
• Common planning time for teachers. The majority of academy teachers have 
regular meetings, with a minimum of one per week. Meetings are used for 
program planning. Meetings are used for academy management and 
administration. 
• Reduced student-teacher ratio. The academy has student-teacher ratios below 
that of the host school. 
• Business partnerships. A business advisory council meets a minimum of 
twice per year. Business representatives contribute to program development 
and planning. 
• Integration ofJROTC staff and curriculum. Enrollment in JROTC is 
required. JROTC staff is represented in academy meetings. JROTC course 
work is integrated into the core program. 
Summary 
The literature support the premise that administrators perceived JROTC Career 
Academies as being related to student achievement in urban school settings. The 
researcher found that in African American and Latino students test scores were improved, 
while in Asian and white students there were no significant difference. Research studies 
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on successful JROTC Career Academies were extensive; however, studies questioning 
their effectiveness were not available. The review of literature contains materials that 
were related to selected variables affecting administrator’s perceptions of JROTC Career 
Academies and their impact on attendance, behavior, test scores, and graduation rate. 
The historical perspective, JROTC Career Academies’ attendance, behavior, test scores, 
graduation rates and selected literature were all apart of the review of literature. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The purpose of this research was to analyze administrators’ perceptions of Junior 
Reserve Officers Training Corps (JROTC) career academies of at-risk students in an 
urban public school system located in the southeastern region of the United States. A 
descriptive study was conducted to find out how administrators perceive the impact of 
at-risk students participation in JROTC on attendance, behavior, test scores and 
graduation rates. The JROTC Career Academies schools-within-schools that offer a 
focused course of study simultaneously training student in an occupational field and 
preparing them for college were an attempt to capitalize both on military expertise in 
discipline, training, and leadership from the JROTC program and on the career academy 
concept that is designed to keep at-risk students in school (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Definition of Variables 
Independent Variable 
The Independent Variable is administrators’ perceptions of JROTC Career 
Academies. The United States Departments of Defense (DoD) and Education (DoED) 
introduced Junior Reserve Officers Training Corps (JROTC) Career Academies in 1992 
to nine urban high schools across the United States. This was the first time that DoD’s 
long-standing high school JROTC program had been linked with the career academy 
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concept, an innovative high school program operating at that time in approximately 150 
schools nationwide. In comparison, JROTC programs today are in place in over 2,600 
high schools nationwide, with an enrollment of about 400,000 students. JROTC Career 
Academies follow a traditional career academy model with the single addition of an 
integrated JROTC component (Hanser & Robyn, 2000). 
Dependent Variables 
The Dependent Variables are student’s attendance, behavior, test scores and 
graduation rates. 
Attendance: A student being at school, prepared and ready to learn. 
Behavior. How a student conducts himself while in the classroom or on school 
grounds. Behavior is also termed as appropriate behavior when conducive to student 
learning. 
Graduation rate: The rate at which a system graduates its students. 
Test score: The average Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) score. 
Relationship Among the Variables 
JROTC is currently authorized under Title 10 USC 2031, which states that the 
Secretary of each military department shall establish and maintain a Junior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps, organized into units, at public and private secondary 
educational institutions which apply for a unit and meet the standards and criteria 
prescribed pursuant to this section. The purpose of a military academy is to play a vital 
role in the communities and schools. The program provides a place to belong, to grow, to 
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develop and to achieve. The cadets learn how to be an effective leader, as well as 
follower; they learn how to help others, and how to make a contribution to their 
community and school. The military academy should improve attendance, behavior, test 
scores and graduation rates. Figure 1 shows the relationship among the variables. 
Figure 1: Relationship Among the Variables 
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Null Hypotheses 
HOi There is no significant relationship between the years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of behavior at JROTC Career 
Academies. 
HO2 There is no significant relationship between the years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of attendance at JROTC Career 
Academies. 
HO3 There is no significant relationship between the years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of improvement of SAT and 
standardized test scores at JROTC Career Academies. 
HO4 There is no significant relationship between the gender of an administrator 
and tier perceptions of graduation rates at JROTC Career Academies. 
HO5 There is no significant relationship between the gender of an administrator 
and their perceptions of improvement of SAT and standardized test scores 
at JROTC Career Academies. 
Limitations of the Study 
This study is conducted in view of the following limitations: 
1. This study is limited to administrators, i.e., principals, assistant principals, 
administrative assistants, counselors, social workers, and curriculum 
specialists. 
2. Only high schools administrators participated in the research. 
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3. This study is limited to an urban school system located in the Southeast 
United States. 
4. The study includes only 11 schools in the urban school system. 




The quantitative descriptive or survey research involves collecting data in order to 
answer questions about the current status of the subject or topic of study. Quantitative 
descriptive studies are carried out to obtain information about the preferences, attitudes, 
practices, concerns, or interest of some group of people. Quantitative descriptive data are 
mainly collected through questionnaires that are self-administered (Gay, 2000). The 
survey will be given to administrators in a large urban school system. Administrators 
include principals, assistant principals, administrative assistants, counselors, social 
workers, and teachers. 
The purpose of this research was to analyze the perceptions held by administrators 
toward a military academy in their school and if the military academy would improve 
attendance, behavior, test scores, and the graduation rate. The researcher addressed the 
basic design, description of the setting, data collections procedures, working with human 
subjects, instrumentation, statistical applications, and delimitations. 
Since this study is best classified as a descriptive study of a total population, the 
first consideration is the method required for gathering data. The method chosen for 
instrumentation consists of three parts: First, the questionnaire used for gathering factual 
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data. The second part consists of Administrators’ comments and the third part consists of 
a Likert scale, which rates the perspective of administrators. 
The methodology for this research was a quantitative study using critical theory as 
the philosophical and methodological foundation for the study (Weber, 1985). This 
perspective provides for the analysis of perceptions of administrators. Critical theory 
provides for the analysis of perceptions concerning the relationship between theory and 
practice in schools. Critical theory has been used extensively in education to study 
student achievement. Critical theorists have done much to bridge between educators’ 
perceptions of student achievement and actual student achievement. Groups of people 
are valued differently in all societies and often this stratification and inequality stems 
from perceived cultural differences. This study uses critical analysis as a means to 
categorize information retrieved from the researcher designed questionnaire used to 
determine administrators’ perceptions of at-risk student achievement of those who 
participate in JROTC career academies. Underlying this study is the keenly felt 
conviction that the task of educators is to work with students to help them achieve 
academically. 
The researcher designed the structure of the study after variables emerged from 
the literature Review on JROTC Career Academies, JROTC programs, student behavior, 
student test scores, and student graduation rates. This study used the survey approach to 
generate indicators that highlight perceptions of administrators’ perceptions. 
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Descriptive Theory 
The assumption here is not that the samples are representative of the entire 
population but to make reasonable judgments from the questionnaires received using a 
priori or planned comparison methods to report information, themes or categories that 
emerge (Nardi, 2003). Many times researchers predict outcomes of a study in terms of 
the sample’s representation of the population. The assumption is that samples resemble 
the population from which they are drawn (Nardi, 2003). 
Descriptive theory describes an integrated set of concepts that focus on 
characteristics and commonalities of a phenomenon (Thyer, 2001). Descriptive samples 
are used not as representative of a population, but rather as a snapshot of phenomena in 
time. Using a priori or planned comparison methods in the design of the study, the 
researcher compared similarities between the administrators’ responses to the 
questionnaire. Because descriptive studies are generally tedious to report for readers, 
consistency of presentation is essential (Thyer, 2001). Frequencies are reported as 
numbers, percentages, correlations, or all three. In this descriptive analysis, only the 
most frequent responses or performances on a variable and details are reported in tables. 
Descriptive statistics organize and synthesize quantitative data. A frequency table can be 
used to show how a variable appears in a data set and also can be represented using 
graphs and charts (Thyer, 2001). 
Analysis of Research Questions 
Using quantitative research methods, the researcher constructed a questionnaire to 
collect and analyze perceptions related to student attendance behavior, test scores and 
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graduation rates (Appendix A). This questionnaire is derived from a synthesis of 
instruments used for analyzing perceptions developed by Johnson (2000). 
Process for Development of Administrators’ Perceptions of 
JROTC Career Academies Questionnaire 
The purpose in the development of the questionnaire was to establish validity and 
reliability of the retrieval of information to determine perceptions. Before the research 
design was initiated, the researcher proposed plans in the development of the study of 
administrators’ perceptions to my dissertation committee members for feedback and 
advice on how to proceed. Volumes of books, articles, dissertations, publications, and 
reference materials about JROTC Career Academies were examined and read (e.g., 
Hanser & Robyn, 2000; Lutz & Bartlett, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, Uline, Hoy & 
Mackley, 2000). From this examination, attendance, behavior, test scores and graduation 
rates emerged from the research as important factors attributed to participation in JROTC 
Career Academies. Using the information and data obtained from this research and the 
literature review, the questionnaire was designed (Hanser & Robyin, 2000; Lutz & 
Bartlett, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, Uline, Hoy, & Mackley, 2000). 
Components of the Questionnaire 
The Administrators Perceptions of JROTC Career Academies Questionnaire 
consists of three components: 
1. The demographics section consisted of question regarding administrators’ 
years of experience in education, gender, age, level of education, educational 
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tenure status, military status, general school information, ROTC program, 
school population and current administrative position. 
2. The Likert Scale section was designed to analyze the perceptions of 
administrators as they relate to attendance, behavior, test scores, and 
graduation rates of students who participate in JROTC Career Academies. 
3. The last section on administrator comments was an open-ended section where 
respondents could freely make any comment as they relate to perceptions of 
student attendance, behavior, test scores and graduation rates. 
Each questionnaire was read and entry was recorded. All data were tallied and 
used to show frequency of data, and correlations of data. Additionally, the data and 
information obtained from the questionnaires revealed personal beliefs of administrators 
regarding school district support for the military programs. 
Validity of the Questionnaire 
The researcher’s dissertation committee reviewed the questionnaire and made 
suggestions for revisions to add validity to the instrument. The chairperson on the 
committee is an expert in superintendency, principalship, leadership, and supervision. 
Another professor is an expert in education planning in quantitative and qualitative 
research methodologies. Lastly, one professor is an expert in quantitative research, 
educational planning, international education and higher education administration. These 
persons provided feedback to establish the validity of the questionnaire as a research 
instrument. The questionnaire underwent revisions incorporating the suggestions 
provided by the professors on my committee. 
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The committee’s feedback provided clarity, simplicity of the use of the 
questionnaire for effective information retrieval. This questionnaire was used to collect 
data related to perceptions of administrators in schools. Concluding data collection, the 
frequencies, percentages and correlations were calculated (Nardi, 2003). 
Procedure for Using the Questionnaire 
Administrators with no vested interest in the outcome of the study completed the 
questionnaires and returned them to me by mail or were hand delivered to me. All of the 
respondents are college educated and are knowledgeable in the inner workings of a high 
school, and in student behavior, attendance, test scores and graduation rates. Using the 
data retrieved controlled for potential researcher bias (Byme, 2000). 
Description of the Setting 
This study took place in a large urban school system. The school system consists 
of 11 high schools each of which was included in this study. The following is a 
description of each school studied: 
School #1 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did not meet 
minimum standards in math and did not meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 1). 
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Table 1 
Description of School #7 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 442 2% 97% 1% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 82 29 16% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 43% This school 10 This school 76% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 386 387 773 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
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Table 1 (continued) 
SAT College Entrance Exam (continued) 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
' Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 11 This School 13 This School 65% 
1-10 yrs. 18 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 5 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 8 
30+ yrs. 3 
School #2 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did not meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 2). 
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Table 2 
Description of School #2 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 607 0% 99% 0% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 101 73 13% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 








This school 49% This school 10 This school 76% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 375 382 757 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
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Table 2 (continued) 
SAT College Entrance Exam (continued) 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
1 Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 9 This School 16 This School 72% 
1-10 yrs. 18 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 10 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 13 
30+ yrs. 10 
School #3 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 3). 
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Table 3 
Description of School #3 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 1.801 0% 99% 1% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 401 20 1% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 57% This school 16 This school 65% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 404 412 815 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
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Table 3 (continued) 
SA T College Entrance Exam (continued) 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
' Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 28 This School 13 This School 70% 
1-10 yrs. 44 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11 -20 yrs. 15 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 16 
30+ yrs. 17 
School #4 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 4). 
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Table 4 
Description of School #4 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 943 30% 65% 2% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 170 7 6% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 71% This school 15 This school 41% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 496 511 1,007 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
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Table 4 (continued) 
SAT College Entrance Exam (continued) 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
■ Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 21 This School 9 This School 58% 
1-10 yrs. 31 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 8 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 5 
30+ yrs. 3 
School #5 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 5). 
69 
Table 5 
Description of School #5 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 1,730 0% 99% 1% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 331 23 11% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 57% This school 17 This school 50% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SA T College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 414 423 837 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
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Table 5 (continued) 
SAT College Entrance Exam (continued) 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
■ Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 30 This School 12 This School 54% 
1-10 yrs. 44 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 11 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 11 
30+ yrs. 12 
School #6 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 6). 
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Table 6 
Description of School #6 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 1,364 12% 77% 7% 3% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 275 21 10% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 70% This school 15 This school 52% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 453 473 926 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
72 
Table 6 (continued) 
SAT College Entrance Exam (continued) 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
■ Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 26 This School 12 This School 65% 
1-10 yrs. 39 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 9 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 10 
30+ yrs. 9 
School #7 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did not meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 7). 
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Table 7 
Description of School #7 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 385 1% 99% 1% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 40 80 0% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 0% This school 385 This school 0% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 
Average 
14 Georgia Average 46% 
The Teachers 





<1 year 26 This School 12 This School 65% 
1-10 yrs. 39 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 9 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 10 
30+ yrs. 9 
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School #8 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 8). 
Table 8 
Description of School #8 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 1,159 0% 96% 3% 1% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 189 20 13% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 








This school 36% This school 14 This school 72% 
District Average 53% District 
Average 
12 District Average 70% 
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Table 8 (continued) 
Hope Scholarships (continued) 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 417 394 811 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
The Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 23 This School 13 This School 53% 
1-10 yrs. 34 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 8 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 




Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 9). 
Table 9 
Description of School #9 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 931 2% 92% 5% 1% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 182 14 7% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 55% This school 12 This school 71% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
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Table 9 (continued) 
Hope Scholarships (continued) 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 401 389 789 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
The Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 21 This School 15 This School 64% 
1-10 yrs. 25 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 7 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 15 
30+ yrs. 10 
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School #10 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did not meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 10). 
Table 10 
Description of School #10 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 943 0% 99% 0% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 159 48 15% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 35% This school 16 This school 64% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Hope Scholarships (continued) 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SAT College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 378 387 765 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
The Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 18 This School 13 This School 48% 
1-10 yrs. 20 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 13 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 10 
30+ yrs. 6 
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School #11 
Under federally mandated standards, schools must meet a number of academic 
testing and testing participation standard, called annual yearly progress (AYP). In the 
core testing areas of math and English language arts (ELA), this school did meet 
minimum standards in math and did meet minimum standards in ELA (Table 11). 
Table 11 
Description of School #11 
School Size 
Enrollment Total White Black Hispanic Other 
This school 1,496 0% 99% 0% 0% 
District total 52,120 7% 88% 4% 1% 
Georgia Total 1,536,889 50% 38% 7% 5% 
The Students/Graduation Rate/Dropout Rate 
Completion Graduates Dropouts Retained 
This school 281 47 6% 
District Total 2,298 1,129 6% 
Georgia total 75,562 36,811 7% 
Hope Scholarships 
Eligible Students Per Free/Reduced 
Graduates Teacher Number Lunches Eligible 
This school 65% This school 16 This school 58% 
District Average 53% District 12 District Average 70% 
Average 
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Table 11 (continued) 




i Teacher Number 
Free/Reduced 
Lunches Eligible 
Georgia Average 59% Georgia 14 Georgia Average 46% 
Average 
SA T College Entrance Exam 
Average Scores Math Verbal Total 
This School 386 387 773 
Metro Atlanta 499 496 996 
Georgia 494 493 987 
Nation 508 518 1,026 
The Teachers 
Advanced Masters or 
Experience Number Average experience Years Degrees above 
<1 year 35 This School 9 This School 62% 
1-10 yrs. 46 District Average 10 District Average 51% 
11-20 yrs. 13 Georgia Average 12 Georgia Average 53% 
21-30 yrs. 8 
30+ yrs. 8 
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Instrumentation 
Three instruments were used in this study. The first instrument used is an 
administrator’s questionnaire. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain personal 
data about the administrators identified in this study. The second instrument is a survey, 
which consisted of 27 opinionated questions as it relates to JROTC Career Academies. 
The third instrument used is for administrators’ comments (See Appendix A for survey). 
Working with Human Subjects 
This study involves administrators from 11 high schools. All administrators will 
remain anonymous (no names will be used; schools will be numbered for identification 
purposes) and information the subjects provide will be kept confidential at all times. The 
researcher went to individual schools in the months of November and December and 
personally gave the surveys to participants and collected them. If an administrator was 
not present, a survey was left for that participant with a self-addressed envelope. 
Sampling Procedures 
The large urban system consists of 11 high schools. All 11 high schools were 
used in the sample. Appendix A, the military Academy Survey, consists of three parts. 
Part one asks for demographic information: years of education, gender, age, highest level 
of education, school information, and position. Part two consists of administrators’ 
comments. Part three consists of the Likert scale, which consists of 27 questions or 
opinions from administrators. The survey took 15 to 20 minutes to complete. To 
generate data for this research study, the researcher surveyed 137 participants of a total 
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population of 250 administrators from the eleven high schools. A questionnaire was sent 
to all 250 administrators and 137 completed the surveys and returned them in the 
designated time period. Questionnaires received after the deadline were not included in 
this study. 
The sample consisted of administrators of 11 schools located in a large urban 
school system located in southeastern United States. Administrators from all 11 high 
schools were surveyed using the researcher-designed questionnaire titled Administrators 
Perceptions ofJROTC Career Academies (Appendix A). The Administrators’ 
Perceptions of JROTC Career Academies (APMA) consisted of three parts. Part one 
asked for demographic information of the school personnel or administrators: years of 
education, gender, age, highest level of education, school information, and position. Part 
two consisted of administrators’ comments. Part three consisted of a Likert scale, which 
contained questions related to student who participate in JROTC academies, academic 
achievement. The information retrieved was compiled and was descriptively analyzed. 
Using results for descriptive purposes is important in this case because the data represent 
all high schools located in the system. Since all administrators in the 11 schools were 
surveyed, this ensured that everyone had an equal chance to be included in the study. 
Still, it is worth noting that the pitfall of not using all administrators included in the entire 
population prohibits generalizations of findings beyond this study (Bass, Curlette, Kern 
& McWilliams, 2002). 
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Data Collection and Administrative Procedures 
Approval was obtained from the Research, Planning and Accountability 
Department of this large urban school system. After approval was obtained, the 
researcher gave the survey to participants and collected them during the months of 
November and December. If an administrator was not present, a survey was left for that 
person with a self-addressed stamped envelope. 
Statistical Applications 
The statistical treatments used in this study were separated into sections 
corresponding to the instrument’s sections. Data collected in the first section, dealing 
with factual data and used to describe the respondents, were treated in a descriptive 
manner. Responses were generally categorized based on the range of responses. These 
categories were then used to determine the mean, median, and range of the responses 
statistically. 
All data collected, and through the use of the Statistical Product and Service 
Solutions (SPSS), version 10.0 for Windows, a computer based software package and the 
text SPSS for windows, were analyzed as follows: Data collected in the section, dealing 
with the principal’s beliefs about military career academies were divided into two 
responses per question. A chi-square goodness-to-fit was computed for both the labeled 
“should be” and “currently is” responses to determine if the distribute was different from 
change. The procedure was used to answer the first research question for each of the 
objectives. The .05 level of significance was used to reject any null hypothesis for which 
there was no strong agreement concerning what “should be” and what “currently is.” 
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Data collected in the final section that deals with either positive or negative 
aspects of military career academies those administrators might wish to comment on. 
Delimitations 
1. The high schools are located in the urban of the southeastern United States, 
with a total population of 51,000 students. 
2. The school is 95.6% black, 1.0% white, 0.6% Hispanic, 1.0% Asian, .1% 
American Indian, and 1.8% Multi-racial. 
3. The overall gender mix of student is 50% Male and 49.2% female. 
4. The high school’s average SAT score is 445 in verbal, and 432 in math (877 
total). 
5. The graduation rate is 74.3% (matriculating form 9-12), with 63% of 
graduates entering college or technical school. 
6. The subjects of the study include administrators comprised of principals, 
assistant principals, administrative assistants, counselors, social workers, 
teachers, and curriculum specialists. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, 137 respondents submitted answers to 
question #4 regarding the acknowledgement of behavior as a problem at your school. 
Fifty-nine respondents strongly agreed with this statement, 40 respondents agreed with 
this statement, 17 respondents were uncertain, 10 respondents disagreed, and 11 
respondents strongly disagreed (Table 12). Chi-square analysis was used to determine 
the correlation between years of experience versus acknowledgement of behavior 
problems in effort to establish a relationship between these two variables. At a = 0.05 
and 8 degrees of freedom, the critical value of x2 was equal to 15.51. Therefore, after 
calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the 
value of x =3.150. This value was less than the critical value of 15.51, and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, an administrator’s years of experience has no 





Years of Experience vs. Acknowledgment of Behavior Problem (Question #4) 
(column 
Chi-Square 
Observed (row marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
0-3 Strongly Agree 14 26 59 11.197 2.803 7.856 0.702 
0-3 Agree 6 26 40 7.591 -1.591 2.532 0.334 
0-3 Uncertain 2 26 17 3.226 -1.226 1.504 0.466 
0-3 Disagree 2 26 10 1.898 0.102 0.010 0.006 
Strongly 
0-3 Disagree 2 26 11 2.088 -0.088 0.008 0.004 
4-8 Strongly Agree 13 37 59 15.934 -2.934 8.610 0.540 
4-8 Agree 11 37 40 10.803 0.197 0.039 0.004 
4-8 Uncertain 6 37 17 4.591 1.409 1.985 0.432 
4-8 Disagree 3 37 10 2.701 0.299 0.090 0.033 
Strongly 
4-8 Disagree 4 37 11 2.971 1.029 1.059 0.357 
9+ Strongly Agree 32 74 59 31.869 0.131 0.017 0.001 
9+ Agree 23 74 40 21.606 1.394 1.944 0.090 
9+ Uncertain 9 74 17 9.182 -0.182 0.033 0.004 
9+ Disagree 5 74 10 5.401 -0.401 0.161 0.030 
Strongly 
9+ Disagree 5 74 11 5.942 -0.942 0.887 0.149 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 3.150 
Chi-Square (x2) = 3.150 
Degrees of Freedom (df) = (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) = (3-1) (5-1) 
(df) = (2) (4) = 8 
a =0.05 df=8 critical value X2 = 15.51 
3.150 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Based on the results of the questionnaire, 137 respondents submitted answers to 
question #7 regarding the acknowledgement of attendance as a problem at your school. 
11 respondents “strongly agreed” with this statement, 36 respondents “agreed” with this 
statement, 65 respondents were uncertain, 19 respondents “disagreed,” and 6 respondents 
“strongly disagreed” (Table 13). Chi-square analysis was used to determine the 
correlation between years of experience versus acknowledgement of attendance problems 
in effort to establish a relationship between these two variables. At a = 0.05 and 8 
degrees of freedom, the critical value of x was equal to 15.51. Therefore, after 
calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the 
value of x = 8.319. This value was less than the critical value of 15.51, and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, an administrator’s years of experience has no 
impact on attendance in the military academy. 
Table 13 
Years of Experience vs. Attendance in Year Round Military Academy (Question #7) 







4-8 Strongly Agree 
4-8 Agree 
(column 
Observed (row marg.) marg.) 
4 26 11 
5 26 36 
10 26 65 







Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
2.088 1.912 3.657 1.752 
6.832 -1.832 3.357 0.491 
12.336 -2.336 5.456 0.442 
3.606 2.394 5.732 1.590 
1.139 -0.139 0.019 0.017 
2.971 -1.971 3.884 1.307 
9.723 -1.723 2.967 0.305 37 36 
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Table 13 (continued) 
(column 
Chi-Square 
Observed (row marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
4-8 Uncertain 22 37 65 17.555 4.445 19.760 1.126 
i 00
 
Disagree 4 37 19 5.131 -1.131 1.280 0.249 
Strongly 
4-8 Disagree 2 37 6 1.620 0.380 0.144 0.089 
9+ Strongly Agree 6 74 11 5.942 0.058 0.003 0.001 
9+ Agree 23 74 36 19.445 3.555 12.636 0.650 
9+ Uncertain 33 74 65 35.109 -2.109 4.450 0.127 
9+ Disagree 
Strongly 
9 74 19 10.263 -1.263 1.595 0.155 
9+ Disagree 3 74 6 3.241 -0.241 0.058 0.018 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 8.319 
Chi-Square (x2) = 8.319 
Degrees of Freedom (df) = (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) = (3-1) (5-1) 
(df) = (2) (4) = 8 
a = 0.05 df = 8 critical value X2 = 15.51 
8.319 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, 137 respondents submitted answers to 
question #21 regarding the acknowledgement of test scores as a problem at your school. 
18 respondents strongly agreed with this statement, 32 respondents agreed with this 
statement, 72 respondents were uncertain, 13 respondents disagreed, and 2 respondents 
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strongly disagreed (Table 14). Chi-square analysis was used to determine the correlation 
between years of experience versus acknowledgement of behavior problems in effort to 
establish a relationship between these two variables. At a = 0.05 and 8 degrees of 
freedom, the critical value of x2 was equal to 15.51. Therefore, after calculating the chi- 
square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the value of x2=20.745. 
This value was not less than the critical value of 15.51, and the null hypothesis was 
rejected. Therefore, an administrator’s years of experience has impact on 
acknowledgement of test scores of problems in schools with JROTC Career Academies. 
Table 14 







marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Strongly Agree 5 26 18 3.416 1.584 2.509 0.734 
Agree 7 26 32 6.073 0.927 0.859 0.142 
Uncertain 6 26 72 13.664 -7.664 58.740 4.299 
Disagree 7 26 13 2.467 4.533 20.547 8.328 
Strongly Disagree 1 26 2 0.380 0.620 0.385 1.014 
Strongly Agree 3 37 18 4.861 -1.861 3.464 0.713 
Agree 7 37 32 8.642 -1.642 2.697 0.312 
Uncertain 26 37 72 19.445 6.555 42.965 2.210 
Disagree 1 37 13 3.511 -2.511 6.305 1.796 
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marg.) Expected O-E 
Chi-Square 
(O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Strongly Disagree 0 37 2 0.540 -0.540 0.292 0.540 
Strongly Agree 10 74 18 9.723 0.277 0.077 0.008 
Agree 18 74 32 17.285 0.715 0.512 0.030 
Uncertain 40 74 72 38.891 1.109 1.231 0.032 
Disagree 5 74 13 7.022 -2.022 4.088 0.582 
Strongly Disagree 1 74 2 1.080 -0.080 0.006 0.006 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 3.150 
Chi-Square (x2) = 20.745 
Degrees of Freedom (df) = (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) = (3-1) (5-1) 
(df) = (2) (4) = 8 









 critical value X2 = 15.51 
20.745 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, 137 respondents submitted answers to 
question #21 regarding the acknowledgement of test scores as a problem at your school. 
Nineteen respondents strongly agreed with this statement, 41 respondents agreed with 
this statement, 72 respondents were uncertain, 5 respondents disagreed, and 0 
respondents strongly disagreed (Table 15). Chi-square analysis was used to determine 
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Table 15 
Gender vs. Improvement of SAT and Standardized Test Scores (Question #21) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 9 52 19 7.212 1.788 3.198 0.443 
Male Agree 16 52 41 15.562 0.438 0.192 0.012 
Male Uncertain 26 52 72 27.328 -1.328 1.765 0.065 
Male Disagree 1 52 5 1.898 -0.898 0.806 0.425 
Male Strongly Disagree 0 52 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Female Strongly Agree 10 85 19 11.788 -1.788 3.198 0.271 
Female Agree 25 85 41 25.438 -0.438 0.192 0.008 
Female Uncertain 46 85 72 44.672 1.328 1.765 0.040 
Female Disagree 4 85 5 3.102 0.898 0.806 0.260 
Female Strongly Disagree 0 85 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 1.523 
Chi-Square (x2) = 1.523 
Degrees of Freedom (df) = (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) = (3-1) (5-1) 
(df) = ( 1 ) (4) = 4 
a =0.05 df=4 critical value X2 = 9.49 
1.523 <9.49, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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the correlation between years of experience versus acknowledgement of behavior 
problems in effort to establish a relationship between these two variables. At a = 0.05 
and 4 degrees of freedom, the critical value of x2 was equal to 9.49. Therefore, after 
calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the 
value of x =1.523. This value was less than the critical value of 9.49, and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, gender has no impact on improvement of SAT 
and standardized test scores. 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, 137 respondents submitted answers to 
question #26 regarding the acknowledgement of graduation rate as a problem at your 
school. Thirty-one respondents strongly agreed with this statement, 42 respondents 
agreed with this statement, 55 respondents were uncertain, 4 respondents disagreed, and 
3 respondents strongly disagreed (Table 16). Chi-square analysis was used to determine 
the correlation between years of experience versus acknowledgement of behavior 
problems in effort to establish a relationship between these two variables. At a = 0.05 
and 4 degrees of freedom, the critical value of x was equal to 9.49. Therefore, after 
calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the 
value of x =7.326 is value was less than the critical value of 9.49, and the null hypothesis 
was not rejected. Therefore, gender has no impact on graduation rates at urban schools. 
94 
Table 16 





marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 
Chi-Square 
(0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 15 50 31 11.481 3.519 12.380 1.078 
Male Agree 18 50 42 15.556 2.444 5.975 0.384 
Male Uncertain 17 50 55 20.370 -3.370 11.359 0.558 
Male Disagree 0 50 4 1.481 -1.481 2.195 1.481 
Male Strongly Disagree 0 50 3 1.111 -1.111 1.235 1.111 
Female Strongly Agree 16 85 31 19.519 -3.519 12.380 0.634 
Female Agree 24 85 42 26.444 -2.444 5.975 0.226 
Female Uncertain 38 85 55 34.630 3.370 11.359 0.328 
Female Disagree 4 85 4 2.519 1.481 2.195 0.871 
Female Strongly Disagree 3 85 3 1.889 1.111 1.235 0.654 
Check 135 135.000 0.000 7.326 
Chi-Square (x2) = 7.326 
Degrees of Freedom (df) = (r-1 )(c-l ) 
(df) = (2-1) (5-1) 
(df) = (l)(4) = 4 
a = 0.05 df=4 critical value X2 = 9.49 
7.326 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
H°= Gender has no impact on Graduate Rates at Urban Schools 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of the study was to gather information from administrators regarding 
JROTC Career Academies and their effectiveness toward “at risk” students as it relates to 
attendance, behavior, test scores and graduation rates. It was hypothesized that 
administrators believe that JROTC Career Academies would have a positive effect on 
attendance, behavior, test scores and the graduation rate. It was null hypothesized that 
administrators’ perceptions about JROTC Career Academies would not have an effect on 
attendance, behavior, test scores and the graduation rate. 
The intent of this research was to investigate JROTC Career Academies in public 
schools to see if they are effective in improving attendance, behavior, student learning 
(test scores), and graduation rates through an administrator’s perspective. To test the 
perception of administrators on student behavior, attendance, test scores, and graduation 
rates as related to students enrolled in JROTC Career Academies the following 
hypotheses were analyzed. 
HOi There is no significant relationship between the years of experience of an 




HC>2 There is no significant relationship between the years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of attendance at JROTC Career 
Academies. 
HO3 There is no significant relationship between the years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of improvement of SAT and 
standardized test scores at JROTC Career Academies. 
HO4 There is no significant relationship between the gender of an administrator 
and their perceptions of graduation rates at JROTC Career Academies. 
HO5 There is no significant relationship between the gender of an administrator 
and their perceptions of improvement of SAT and standardized test scores 
at JROTC Career Academies. 
The research design used in the study was quantitative in nature. Eleven public 
schools in urban areas were surveyed. The selection of the schools was not random but 
chosen based on school system. Data collection was kept confidential and the data was 
analyzed using a correlation analysis. 
Findings 
The null hypotheses of the study were tested to answer the research questions. 
The specific findings as they relate to the null hypotheses include the following: 
HOi There is no a significant relationship between years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of behavior at a military academy. 
Over 77% (20 out of 26) of the administrators (0-3 years) surveyed strongly 
agreed or agreed that behavior is a problem is a problem at their school. In fact, 53% (14 
97 
out of 26) strongly agreed that behavior is problem. Administrators with 4-8 years of 
experience 65% (27 out of 37) agreed or strongly agreed that behavior was a 
problem. In fact, 35% (13 out of 37) strongly agreed that behavior is a problem. 
Administrators with 9+ years of experience 74% agreed or strongly agreed that behavior 
was a problem and 43% strongly agreed that behavior was an issue. Overall, 72% (99 out 
of 137) strongly agreed that behavior was a problem at their school. At a = 0.05 and 8 
degrees of freedom, the critical value of x was equal to = a 15.51. Therefore, after 
calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the 
value of x2 = 3.150. This value was less than the critical value of 15.51, and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, an administrator’s years of experience has no 
impact on acknowledgment of behavior of problems in schools with JROTC Career 
Academies. 
HO2 There is no significant relationship between years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of attendance at a military academy. 
Thirty-five percent of administrators with 0-3 years of experience strongly agree 
and agree that JROTC Career Academies would improve the attendance. Twenty-four 
percent of administrators with 4-8 years of experience strongly agreed and agreed that 
JROTC Career Academies would improve the attendance of at-risk students. Of 
Administrators with nine years or more of experience, 39% strongly agreed that JROTC 
Career Academies would improve. At a = 0.05 and 8 degrees of freedom, the critical 
value of x2 = a attendance. Attendance a was equal to 15.51. Therefore, after 
calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, the 
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value of x = 8.319. This value was less than the critical value of 15.51, and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, administrators' years of experience have no 
impact on attendance in the military academy. 
H03 There is no significant relationship between years of experience of an 
administrator and their perceptions of improvement of SAT and 
standardized test scores at a military academy. 
Forty six percent of administrators with 0-3 years of experience, strongly agree 
and agree that JROTC Career Academies will improve SAT and standardized test 
scores. Administrators with 4-8 years of experience, 27% strongly agreed and agreed 
that JROTC Career Academies would improve SAT and standardized test scores. 
Of administrators with 9+ years of experience, 38% strongly agreed that JROTC Career 
Academies would improve SAT and standardized test scores. Overall, 36% of 
administrators strongly agreed that JROTC Career Academies would improve SAT and at 
a = 0.05 and 8 degrees of freedom, the critical standardized test scores at a value of x 
was equal to 15.51. Therefore, after calculating the chi-square value based on the 
frequency distribution of responses, the value of x = 20.745. This value was not less 
than the critical value of 15.51, and the null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, an 
administrator’s years of experience has impact on acknowledgment of test scores of 
problems in schools with JROTC Career Academies. 
H04 There is no significant relationship between gender of an administrator 
and their perceptions of graduation rates at a military academy. The 
research question was, “What is the relationship between an 
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administrators’ gender and their perception of JROTC Career academies’ 
student graduation rates?” 
Of the administrators who are male, 66% strongly agreed that JROTC Career 
Academies would improve the graduation rate. Administrators who are female (47%) 
strongly agreed that JROTC Career Academies would improve the graduation rate. At 
a = 0.05 and 4 degrees of freedom, a critical value of x was equal to 9.49. Therefore, 
after calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency distribution of responses, 
the value of x2 = 1.523. This value was less than the critical value of 9.49, and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, gender has no impact on improvement of SAT 
and Standardized test scores. 
H05 There is no significant relationship between gender of an administrator 
and their perceptions of improvement of SAT and standardized test scores 
at a military academy. 
Forty eight percent of male administrators strongly agreed and agreed that JROTC 
Career Academies will improve test scores. Only 17% of male administrators strongly 
agreed that JROTC Career Academies would improve test scores. Only 12% strongly 
agreed that JROTC Career Academies would improve SAT and standardized test scores. 
At a = 0.05 and 4 degrees of freedom, the critical value of x = a test scores; a was equal 
to 9.49. Therefore, after calculating the chi-square value based on the frequency 
distribution of responses, the value of x = 7.326 is value was less than the critical value 
of 9.49, and the null hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, gender has no impact on 
graduation rates at urban schools. 
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Implications 
1. A large number of schools have behavior problems. 
2. There is a high turnover with teachers with 3 to 54 years of experience. A 
large number of students are dropping out; student will not receive a high 
quality education and parents will lose time from work to deal with behavior 
problems of students. In addition, students will not receive a high school 
diploma. 
3. Recent research has shown a strong correlation between JROTC career 
academies and attendance. Many educators will not participate in the 
JROTC program. Other programs may be affected. 
4. Administrators do not have enough information about the JROTC career 
academies. 
5. Administrators need to be educated on the concepts of the JROTC career 
academy. 
Recommendations 
1. Principals with 9+ years of experience or with military background should 
have control over the school. 
2. A larger study should be conducted that actually deals with the JROTC 
Academy to see if it will improve attendance, behavior, test scores, and the 
graduation rate. 
3. Data should be collected for three to five years to see if there is a high 
correlation relationship between the career academy and improved behavior. 
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4. Set up a mentoring program that rewards positive behavior and citizenship. 
5. A student advisory should be established that identifies areas of concerns as 
it relates to behavior and citizenship. 
6. A peer intervention program should be established as it relates to behavior. 
7. A reward program should be set up for students to report possible or future 
incidents. 
8. Allow parents, community agencies, and community leaders to sponsor 
programs that reward good behavior. 
9. Administrators should create a brochure to educate faculty staff about the 
JROTC career academy. 
10. Administrators should educate parents and community leaders about the 
benefits of the program. 
11. Create an incentive for perfect attendance. 
12. Set up advisory committee to address issues concerning attendance. 
13. Unite parents, community, and business leaders to set up program speakers 
to boost attendance. 
14. Have a three- to five-year study on attendance. 
15. Administrators should have a testing component built into the curriculum, 
which address SAT and standardized testing. 
16. Involve core subject teachers to tutor students. 
17. A Peer tutoring component should be a major component of the tutoring 
program. 
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18. Business partners, community leaders should sponsor the 1000+ SAT club. 
19. Set up programs to inform faculty and staff on the concepts of the JROTC 
program. 
Conclusions 
A small number of educators feel that JROTC Career Academies will have an 
impact on SAT and standardized test scores. Sixty four percent stated that the military 
academies will not have an impact on SAT and standardized test scores. A large 
percentage of administrators stated there is a problem with the behavior of students and 
the military academy will improve behavior of students. Roughly, one-third of 
respondents feel that JROTC Career Academies will improve attendance. The group that 
felt that JROTC Career Academies would improve attendance best are educators with 
nine years of experience. Administrators’ perceptions of the JROTC Career Academies 
will improve the graduation rate. 
APPENDIX A 
Administrators’ Perceptions of JROTC Career Academies Questionnaire 
PART TWO: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION. Please check or fill in the best 
response for each item. 
1. How many years have you been in the field of education? Years 
2. How many years of administration experience do you have? Years 
3. Gender: Male Female 
4. Age:  
5. What is your highest level of education? 
 Bachelors Degree  Masters Degree  Specialist Degree 
 Doctorate of Philosophy Doctorate of Education 
6. Do you have tenure? Yes No 
7. How long have you been at your present school? Years 
8. Have you ever been in the military? yes no 
9. If yes, how many years were you in the military? Years 
10. During educational and professional training, how many military classes have you 
taken? 
 College Level Graduate Level 
 Staff Development/Other 
11. What is the name of your school?  
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12. Do you currently have a JROTC program at your school? yes no 
13. What is your school population? How many students are enrolled in 
your program?  
14. What is your position at your school? 
 Principal Assistant Principal Department Chair 
 Counselor Social Work Teacher 
PART TWO: ADMINISTRA TIVE PROSPECTIVE ON MILITARY CAREER 
ACADEMIES 
Please select the response that best represents your opinions about each statement. Please 
use the following scale: 
1 =strongly agree 2 =agree 3 uncertain 4 =disagree 5 =strongly disagree 
BEHAVIOR 
1. Military Academy promotes discipline in teenagers. 
1 2 3 4 5  
2. Military Academy teachers are too rough/strict on students. 
1 2 3 4 5  
3. Student-to-teacher bonds will be broken because of the military enforcements. 
1 2 3 4 5  
4. Behavior is a problem at your school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1 =strongly agree 2 =agree 3 =uncertain 4 =disagree 5 =strongly disagree 
5. Behavior of your students is under control in your school. 
1 2  3 4 5  
6. Students with bad behavior are disciplined properly at your school. 
1 2 3__ 4 5  
7. Students who attend a year round military academy are better students. 
1 2 3 4 5  
8. Entrance into the military academy should be based on whether or not the students 
are “at risk.” 
1 2 3 4 5  
9. Bullying will cease due to the military academy. 
1 2 3 4 5  
10. The students will be better prepared for the work force after high school, after 
completing the program. 
1 2  3 4 5  
ATTENDANCE 
1. Military Academy will improve attendance at your school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1 =strongly agree 2 =agree 3 =uncertain 4 =disagree 5 =strongly disagree 
2. The Military Academy will change the attendance pattern of at “risk students” 
students at your school. 
1 2  3 4 5  
3. The students', in JROTC, attendance is better than the students that are not JROTC? 
1 2 3 4 5  
4. Military Academy enforcements will cause students to skip because of strict rules. 
1 2 3 4 5  
5. Military Academy causes students to drop out. 
1 2 3 4 5  
6. Military Academy causes students to transfer. 
1 2 3 4 5  
7. Males or females attending Military Academy have better attendance. 
1 2.   3 4 5  
8. Military academy will help the teenage pregnancy attendance rate. 
1   2  3 4 5  
9. Uniforms will affect attendance and self esteem. 
1 2 3 4 5  
10. Military academy will teach leadership and responsibility to cadets. 
1 2 3 4 5  
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1 ^strongly agree 2 =agree 3 =uncertain 4 =disagree 5 =strongly disagree 
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 
1. Military academy will increase test scores on the SAT and other standardized tests. 
1 2 3 4 5  
2. Military academy students will improve overall GPA 
1 2 3 4 5  
3. JROTC Career Academies will help students on the ASVAB. 
1 2  3 4 5  
4. JROTC Career Academies will help students make better post-secondary career 
choices. 
1 2  3 4 5  
5. Because of increased discipline, students will study more, thus having better test 
scores in the classroom. 
1 2  3 4 5  
6. Academy teachers are better than non-academy teachers because of their extensive 
military training. 
1 2  3 4 5  
GRADUATION RATE 
1. JROTC Career Academies will improve graduation rates at urban schools. 
1 2 3 4 5  
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PART 3 - COMMENTS: Please make any comments about the start of a military 
academy at your school. 
APPENDIX B 
Comments From Survey 
1. JROTC is an excellent program. 
2. I believe a military academy is worth a try. How would it differ from JROTC? 
3. I feel that a military academy will give many of our students the structure they 
need. However, I am greatly concerned about the repercussion of war, namely 
death, mental instability upon return and being disabled upon return to U.S. 
4. There is an Army JROTC program currently. There should be a Navy and Air Force 
program since this a school, which has a math and science academy. 
5. Students in the ROTC program are the best-behaved students. 
6. It would be a great idea. 
7. Military academy helps to promote proper dress code and discipline. 
8. Students must be clearly aware of benefits of a military academy in order for the 
program to be positively implemented. 
9. Excellent idea. 
10. Currently our school has a ROTC program. Do we really want to prepare our black 
and brown students for a career into the military? 
11. I know that such a program will positively impact the students. 
12. From a distance, ROTC seems well organized. However, students look sloppy in 
uniforms sometimes. Most ROTC students are more on task when they are dressed. 
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13. In my opinion, a military academy’s aim should be to promote leadership skills and 
responsibility among students. The academy should not be training ground for 
entering the armed forces, or fighting in just wars. 
14. I think this would be a great idea. Many of our children benefit from the disciplined 
and supportive atmosphere of the military. 
15. We already have a strong military program at my school. 
16. The ROTC at xxxxx is superb. 
17. Excellent idea. 
18. Welcomed. 
19. The students miss quite a bit of class instruction to attend JROTC events, training, 
etc. 
20. The school would benefit from military instruction, but the program should be 
required for all 9th graders. 
21. I believe that the inception of a military program will greatly increase pride, 
attendance, and scores. 
22. Needed. 
23. I think that it is wonderful a military academy is good for people who have poor 
attendance, behavior problems, and academic problems. It would help those 
students out greatly. 
24. Desired greatly that ours be established in Atlanta. 
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25. When the military program was at XXXX, it was an access to the school. It really 
increased student’s self esteem and attendance. If students are at school, they have 
better chances to learn. 
26. Not applicable. 
27. It will be a great idea. 
28. It helps one receive leadership skills. 
29. We currently have a JROTC academy. 
30. While I am not familiar with research on JROTC Career Academies, I think it might 
be a positive force. I would certainly support such a program. 
31. The ROTC program will make the students have a better outlook on life. 
32. There is a difference between ROTC and a residential military program academy. 
Having taught at an academy, effective changes will best happen after you have 24 
hours supervision. 
33. Good program. 
34. I think that the ROTC helps greatly with student discipline. 
35. It seems to help students with discipline. 
36. Whereby our military program is a class act, I cannot, with consciousness, agree 
with any positiveness about the military giving the U.S. role in Iraq; a war based on 
lies and deception. 
37. It’s a great program. 
APPENDIX C 
Data Analysis Tables 
Table C-l 
Years of Experience vs. Appropriate Discipline (Question #6) 
(row (column 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
0-3 Strongly Agree 3 25 10 1.838 1.162 1.350 0.734 
0-3 Agree 5 25 33 6.066 -1.066 1.137 0.187 
0-3 Uncertain 4 25 40 7.353 -3.353 11.242 1.529 
0-3 Disagree 7 25 29 5.331 1.669 2.786 0.523 
0-3 Strongly Disagree 6 25 24 4.412 1.588 2.522 0.572 
4-8 Strongly Agree 3 37 10 2.721 0.279 0.078 0.029 
4-8 Agree 7 37 33 8.978 -1.978 3.912 0.436 
4-8 Uncertain 13 37 40 10.882 2.118 4.484 0.412 
4-8 Disagree 9 37 29 7.890 1.110 1.233 0.156 
4-8 Strongly Disagree 5 37 24 6.529 -1.529 2.339 0.358 
9+ Strongly Agree 4 74 10 5.401 -1.401 1.964 0.364 
9+ Agree 21 74 33 17.956 3.044 9.267 0.516 
9+ Uncertain 23 74 40 21.765 1.235 1.526 0.070 
9+ Disagree 13 74 29 15.779 -2.779 7.725 0.490 
9+ Strongly Disagree 13 74 24 13.059 -0.059 0.003 0.000 




a = 0.05 Df=8 critical value x2 = 15.51 
6.376 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-2 
Years Experience vs. Better Prepared for Workforce (Question #10) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 




 Strongly Agree 3 24 25 4.444 -1.444 2.086 0.469 
0-3 Agree 10 24 56 9.956 0.044 0.002 0.000 
0-3 Uncertain 7 24 47 8.356 -1.356 1.838 0.220 
0-3 Disagree 1 24 3 0.533 0.467 0.218 0.408 
0-3 Strongly Disagree 3 24 4 0.711 2.289 5.239 7.367 
4-8 Strongly Agree 6 37 25 6.852 -0.852 0.726 0.106 
4-8 Agree 16 37 56 15.348 0.652 0.425 0.028 
4-8 Uncertain 15 37 47 12.881 2.119 4.488 0.348 
4-8 Disagree 0 37 3 0.822 -0.822 0.676 0.822 
4-8 Strongly Disagree 0 37 4 1.096 -1.096 1.202 1.096 
9+ Strongly Agree 16 74 25 13.504 2.496 6.232 0.461 
9+ Agree 30 74 56 30.696 -0.696 0.485 0.016 
9+ Uncertain 25 74 47 25.763 -0.763 0.582 0.023 
9+ Disagree 2 74 3 1.644 0.356 0.126 0.077 
9+ Strongly Disagree 1 74 4 2.193 -1.193 1.422 0.649 
Check 135 134.800 0.200 12.091 
Chi-Square (x2)=12.091 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) =(3-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(2)(4)=8 
a = 0.05 Df=8 critical value x2= 15.51 
12.091 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-3 
Years Experience vs. Attendance at School (Question #11) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
0-3 Strongly Agree 4 26 23 4.211 -0.211 0.045 0.011 
0-3 Agree 8 26 46 8.423 -0.423 0.179 0.021 
0-3 Uncertain 9 26 52 9.521 -0.521 0.272 0.029 
0-3 Disagree 5 26 12 2.197 2.803 7.856 3.575 
0-3 Strongly Disagree 0 26 9 1.648 -1.648 2.716 1.648 
4-8 Strongly Agree 6 37 23 5.993 0.007 0.000 0.000 
4-8 Agree 13 37 46 11.986 1.014 1.028 0.086 
4-8 Uncertain 15 37 52 13.549 1.451 2.105 0.155 




i Strongly Disagree 2 37 9 2.345 -0.345 0.119 0.051 
9+ Strongly Agree 13 79 23 13.263 -0.263 0.069 0.005 
9+ Agree 25 79 46 25.592 -0.592 0.350 0.014 
9+ Uncertain 28 79 52 28.930 -0.930 0.864 0.030 
9+ Disagree 6 79 12 6.676 -0.676 0.457 0.068 
9+ Strongly Disagree 7 79 9 5.007 1.993 3.972 0.793 
Check 142 142.467 -0.467 7.933 
Chi-Square (x2)=7.933 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df)=(3-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(2)(4)=8 
Qf0.05 df = 8 critical value x2 = 15.51 
7.933 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-4 
Years Experience vs. Drop Out Rate (Question #15) 
(row (column 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
0-3 Strongly Agree 2 26 7 1.328 0.672 0.451 0.339 
0-3 Agree 0 26 3 0.569 -0.569 0.324 0.569 
0-3 Uncertain 10 26 51 9.679 0.321 0.103 0.011 
0-3 Disagree 9 26 53 10.058 -1.058 1.120 0.111 
0-3 Strongly Disagree 5 26 24 4.555 0.445 0.198 0.044 
00 1 Strongly Agree 2 37 7 1.891 0.109 0.012 0.006 
4-8 Agree 1 37 3 0.810 0.190 0.036 0.044 




i Disagree 14 37 52 14.044 -0.044 0.002 0.000 
4-8 Strongly Disagree 4 37 24 6.482 -2.482 6.159 0.950 
9+ Strongly Agree 3 74 7 3.781 -0.781 0.610 0.161 
9+ Agree 2 74 3 1.620 0.380 0.144 0.089 
9+ Uncertain 25 74 51 27.547 -2.547 6.489 0.236 
9+ Disagree 29 74 52 28.088 0.912 0.832 0.030 
9+ Strongly Disagree 15 74 24 12.964 2.036 4.147 0.320 
Check 137 137.190 -0.190 3.271 
Chi-Square (x2)=3.271 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df)=(3-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(2)(4)=8 
a = 0.05 df=8 critical value x2 = 15.51 
3.271 <15.51, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-5 
Years of Experience vs. Graduation Rates (Question #26) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
0-3 Strongly Agree 1 24 27 4.800 -3.800 14.440 3.008 
0-3 Agree 13 24 41 7.289 5.711 32.617 4.475 
0-3 Uncertain 8 24 60 10.667 -2.667 7.111 0.667 
0-3 Disagree 2 24 4 0.711 1.289 1.661 2.336 
0-3 Strongly Disagree 0 24 3 0.533 -0.533 0.284 0.533 
4-8 Strongly Agree 5 37 27 7.400 -2.400 5.760 0.778 
4-8 Agree 9 37 41 11.237 -2.237 5.004 0.445 
4-8 Uncertain 22 37 60 16.444 5.556 30.864 1.877 
4-8 Disagree 1 37 4 1.096 -0.096 0.009 0.008 
4-8 Strongly Disagree 0 37 3 0.822 -0.822 0.676 0.822 
9+ Strongly Agree 21 74 27 14.584 6.416 41.166 2.823 
9+ Agree 19 74 41 22.474 -3.474 12.069 0.537 
9+ Uncertain 30 74 60 32.889 -2.889 8.346 0.254 
9+ Disagree 1 74 4 2.193 -1.193 1.422 0.649 
9+ Strongly Disagree 3 74 3 1.644 1.356 1.838 1.117 
Check 135 134.784 0.216 20.330 
Chi-Square (x2)=20.330 
Degrees of Freedom (df): = (r-l)(c-l) 
(df)=(3-D(5-l) 
(df)=(2)(4)=8 




critical value x2 = 15.51 
20.330 > 15.51, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-6 




Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 25 52 59 22.394 2.606 6.790 0.303 
Male Agree 14 52 41 15.562 -1.562 2.440 0.157 
Male Uncertain 7 52 15 5.693 1.307 1.707 0.300 
Male Disagree 4 52 12 4.555 -0.555 0.308 0.068 
Male Strongly Disagree 2 52 10 3.796 -1.796 3.224 0.849 
Female Strongly Agree 34 85 59 36.606 -2.606 6.790 0.186 
Female Agree 27 85 41 25.438 1.562 2.440 0.096 
Female Uncertain 8 85 15 9.307 -1.307 1.707 0.183 
Female Disagree 8 85 12 7.445 0.555 0.308 0.041 
Female Strongly Disagree 8 85 10 6.204 1.796 3.224 0.520 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 2.703 
Chi-Square (x2)=2.703 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df)=(2-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(l)(4)=4 
a = 0.05 df = 4 critical value x2 = 9.49 
2.703 < 9.49, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-7 
Gender Vs. Appropriate Discipline (Question #6) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 7 52 8 3.036 3.964 15.709 5.174 
Male Agree 13 52 33 12.526 0.474 0.225 0.018 
Male Uncertain 18 52 42 15.942 2.058 4.237 0.266 
Male Disagree 9 52 31 11.766 -2.766 7.653 0.650 
Male Strongly Disagree 5 52 23 8.730 -3.730 13.912 1.594 
Female Strongly Agree 1 85 8 4.964 -3.964 15.709 3.165 
Female Agree 20 85 33 20.474 -0.474 0.225 0.011 
Female Uncertain 24 85 42 26.058 -2.058 4.237 0.163 
Female Disagree 22 85 31 19.234 2.766 7.653 0.398 
Female Strongly Disagree 18 85 23 14.270 3.730 13.912 0.975 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 12.413 
Chi-Square (x2)=12.413 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) =(2-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(l)(4)=4 
a = 0.05 df=4 critical value x2 = 9.49 
12.413 > 9.49, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-8 
Gender vs. Attendance in Year Round Military Academy (#7) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 6 52 11 4.175 1.825 3.330 0.798 
Male Agree 18 52 37 14.044 3.956 15.652 1.114 
Male Uncertain 20 52 67 25.431 -5.431 29.492 1.160 
Male Disagree 7 52 16 6.073 0.927 0.859 0.142 
Male Strongly Disagree 1 52 6 2.277 -1.277 1.632 0.716 
Female Strongly Agree 5 85 11 6.825 -1.825 3.330 0.488 
Female Agree 19 85 37 22.956 -3.956 15.652 0.682 
Female Uncertain 47 85 67 41.569 5.431 29.492 0.709 
Female Disagree 9 85 16 9.927 -0.927 0.859 0.087 
Female Strongly Disagree 5 85 6 3.723 1.277 1.632 0.438 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 6.334 
Chi-Square (x2)=6.334 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df)=(2-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(l)(4)=4 
a = 0.05 df=4 critical value x2 = 9.49 
6.334 < 9.49, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-9 
Gender vs. Better Prepared for Workforce (Question #10) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 





Male Strongly Agree 14 51 27 10.125 3.875 15.016 1.483 
Male Agree 18 51 56 21.000 -3.000 9.000 0.429 
Male Uncertain 19 51 48 18.000 1.000 1.000 0.056 
Male Disagree 0 51 2 0.750 -0.750 0.563 0.750 
Male Strongly Disagree 0 51 3 1.125 -1.125 1.266 1.125 
Female Strongly Agree 13 85 27 16.875 -3.875 15.016 0.890 
Female Agree 38 85 56 35.000 3.000 9.000 0.257 
Female Uncertain 29 85 48 30.000 -1.000 1.000 0.033 
Female Disagree 2 85 2 1.250 0.750 0.563 0.450 
Female Strongly Disagree 3 85 3 1.875 1.125 1.266 0.675 
Check 136 136.000 0.000 6.147 
Chi-Square (x2)=6.1471 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df) =(2-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(l)(4)=4 
a = 0.05 df = 4 critical value x2 = 9.49 
6.147 < 9.49, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-10 
Gender vs. Attendance at School (Question #11) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 12 52 27 10.248 1.752 3.069 0.299 
Male Agree 19 52 37 14.044 4.956 24.564 1.749 
Male Uncertain 17 52 62 23.533 -6.533 42.678 1.814 
Male Disagree 4 52 6 2.277 1.723 2.967 1.303 
Male Strongly Disagree 0 52 5 1.898 -1.898 3.602 1.898 
Female Strongly Agree 15 85 27 16.752 -1.752 3.069 0.183 
Female Agree 18 85 37 22.956 -4.956 24.564 1.070 
Female Uncertain 45 85 62 38.467 6.533 42.678 1.109 
Female Disagree 2 85 6 3.723 -1.723 2.967 0.797 
Female Strongly Disagree 5 85 5 3.102 1.898 3.602 1.161 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 11.384 
Chi-Square (x2)= 11-384 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df) =(2-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(l)(4)=4 
a = 0.05 df=4 critical value x2= 9.49 
11.384 < 9.49, so null hypothesis not rejected 
Appendix C (continued) 
122 
Table C-l 1 
Gender vs. Drop Out Rate (Question #15) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Male Strongly Agree 3 52 7 2.657 0.343 0.118 0.044 
Male Agree 0 52 2 0.759 -0.759 0.576 0.759 
Male Uncertain 14 52 47 17.839 -3.839 14.741 0.826 
Male Disagree 23 52 55 20.876 2.124 4.512 0.216 
Male Strongly Disagree 12 52 26 9.869 2.131 4.543 0.460 
Female Strongly Agree 4 85 7 4.343 -0.343 0.118 0.027 
Female Agree 2 85 2 1.241 0.759 0.576 0.464 
Female Uncertain 33 85 47 29.161 3.839 14.741 0.506 
Female Disagree 32 85 55 34.124 -2.124 4.512 0.132 
Female Strongly Disagree 14 85 26 16.131 -2.131 4.543 0.282 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 3.717 
Chi-Square (x2)=3.717 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-l ) 
(df) =(2-l)(5-l) 
(df)=(l)(4)=4 
a = 0.05 df=4 critical value x2= 9.49 
3.717 < 9.49, so null hypothesis not rejected 
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Table C-12 










Principal Strongly Agree 0 6 60 2.628 -2.628 6.905 2.628 
Principal Agree 3 6 42 1.839 1.161 1.347 0.732 
Principal Uncertain 2 6 15 0.657 1.343 1.804 2.746 
Principal Disagree 1 6 10 0.438 0.562 0.316 0.721 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 10 0.438 -0.438 0.192 0.438 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 6 12 60 5.255 0.745 0.554 0.105 
Asst. Principal Agree 4 12 42 3.679 0.321 0.103 0.028 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 1 12 15 1.314 -0.314 0.099 0.075 
Asst. Principal Disagree 1 12 10 0.876 0.124 0.015 0.018 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 12 10 0.876 -0.876 0.767 0.876 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 3 11 60 4.818 -1.818 3.303 0.686 
Dept. Chair Agree 2 11 42 3.372 -1.372 1.883 0.558 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 2 11 15 1.204 0.796 0.633 0.526 
Dept. Chair Disagree 4 11 10 0.803 3.197 10.221 12.730 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 10 0.803 -0.803 0.645 0.803 
Other Strongly Agree 3 10 60 4.380 -1.380 1.903 0.435 
Other Agree 2 10 42 3.066 -1.066 1.136 0.370 
Other Uncertain 1 10 15 1.095 -0.095 0.009 0.008 
Other Disagree 1 10 10 0.730 0.270 0.073 0.100 
Other Strongly Disagree 3 10 10 0.730 2.270 5.153 7.060 
Teacher Strongly Agree 48 93 60 40.730 7.270 52.854 1.298 
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Table C-12 (continued) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Agree 26 93 42 28.511 -2.511 6.305 0.221 
Teacher Uncertain 9 93 15 10.182 -1.182 1.398 0.137 
Teacher Disagree 3 93 10 6.788 -3.788 14.351 2.114 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 7 93 10 6.788 0.212 0.045 0.007 
Counselor Strongly Agree 0 5 60 2.190 -2.190 4.795 2.190 
Counselor Agree 5 5 42 1.533 3.467 12.021 7.842 
Counselor Uncertain 0 5 15 0.547 -0.547 0.300 0.547 
Counselor Disagree 0 5 10 0.365 -0.365 0.133 0.365 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 10 0.365 -0.365 0.133 0.365 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 46.729 
Chi-Square (x2)=46.729 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df) =(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2= 31.41 
46.729 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-13 
Job Position vs. Appropriate Discipline (Question #6) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 0 6 12 0.526 -0.526 0.276 0.526 
Principal Agree 3 6 33 1.445 1.555 2.417 1.673 
Principal Uncertain 2 6 40 1.752 0.248 0.062 0.035 
Principal Disagree 0 6 30 1.314 -1.314 1.726 1.314 
Principal Strongly Disagree 1 6 22 0.964 0.036 0.001 0.001 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 1 11 12 0.964 0.036 0.001 0.001 
Asst. Principal Agree 5 11 33 2.650 2.350 5.524 2.085 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 2 11 40 3.212 -1.212 1.468 0.457 
Asst. Principal Disagree 1 11 30 2.409 -1.409 1.985 0.824 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 2 11 22 1.766 0.234 0.055 0.031 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 0 11 12 0.964 -0.964 0.928 0.964 
Dept. Chair Agree 4 11 33 2.650 1.350 1.823 0.688 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 3 11 40 3.212 -0.212 0.045 0.014 
Dept. Chair Disagree 2 11 30 2.409 -0.409 0.167 0.069 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 2 11 22 1.766 0.234 0.055 0.031 
Other Strongly Agree 1 11 12 0.964 0.036 0.001 0.001 
Other Agree 4 11 33 2.650 1.350 1.823 0.688 
Other Uncertain 0 11 40 3.212 -3.212 10.315 3.212 
Other Disagree 4 II 30 2.409 1.591 2.532 1.051 
Other Strongly Disagree 2 11 22 1.766 0.234 0.055 0.031 
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Table C-13 (continued) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Strongly Agree 10 93 12 8.146 1.854 3.437 0.422 
Teacher Agree 15 93 33 22.401 -7.401 54.782 2.445 
Teacher Uncertain 31 93 40 27.153 3.847 14.797 0.545 
Teacher Disagree 22 93 30 20.365 1.635 2.673 0.131 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 15 93 22 14.934 0.066 0.004 0.000 
Counselor Strongly Agree 0 5 12 0.438 -0.438 0.192 0.438 
Counselor Agree 2 5 33 1.204 0.796 0.633 0.526 
Counselor Uncertain 2 5 40 1.460 0.540 0.292 0.200 
Counselor Disagree 1 5 30 1.095 -0.095 0.009 0.008 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 22 0.803 -0.803 0.645 0.803 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 19.214 
Chi-Square (x2)=19.214 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df) =(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2= 31.41 
19.214 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is not rejected 
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Table C-14 
Job Position vs. Attendance in Year Round Military Academy (Question #7) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 1 6 11 0.482 0.518 0.269 0.558 
Principal Agree 2 6 37 1.620 0.380 0.144 0.089 
Principal Uncertain 3 6 68 2.978 0.022 0.000 0.000 
Principal Disagree 0 6 16 0.701 -0.701 0.491 0.701 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 5 0.219 -0.219 0.048 0.219 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 2 11 11 0.883 1.117 1.247 1.412 
Asst. Principal Agree 5 11 37 2.971 2.029 4.118 1.386 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 3 11 68 5.460 -2.460 6.051 1.108 
Asst. Principal Disagree 1 11 16 1.285 -0.285 0.081 0.063 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 11 5 0.401 -0.401 0.161 0.401 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 0 11 11 0.883 -0.883 0.780 0.883 
Dept. Chair Agree 4 11 37 2.971 1.029 1.059 0.357 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 6 11 68 5.460 0.540 0.292 0.053 
Dept. Chair Disagree 1 11 16 1.285 -0.285 0.081 0.063 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 5 0.401 -0.401 0.161 0.401 
Other Strongly Agree 2 10 11 0.803 1.197 1.433 1.785 
Other Agree 1 10 37 2.701 -1.701 2.892 1.071 
Other Uncertain 5 10 68 4.964 0.036 0.001 0.000 
Other Disagree 3 10 16 1.168 1.832 3.357 2.874 
Other Strongly Disagree 0 10 5 0.365 -0.365 0.133 0.365 
Teacher Strongly Agree 6 93 11 7.467 -1.467 2.153 0.288 
Teacher Agree 24 93 37 25.117 -1.117 1.247 0.050 
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Teacher Uncertain 48 93 68 46.161 1.839 3.383 0.073 
Teacher Disagree 10 93 16 10.861 -0.861 0.742 0.068 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 5 93 5 3.394 1.606 2.579 0.760 
Counselor Strongly Agree 0 5 11 0.401 -0.401 0.161 0.401 
Counselor Agree 1 5 37 1.350 -0.350 0.123 0.091 
Counselor Uncertain 3 5 68 2.482 0.518 0.269 0.108 
Counselor Disagree 1 5 16 0.584 0.416 0.173 0.296 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 5 0.182 -0.182 0.033 0.182 
Check 137 136.000 1.000 16.109 
Chi-Square (x2)=16.109 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df) =(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2 = 31.41 
16.109 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-15 





marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 
Chi-Square 
(0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 1 6 27 1.182 -0.182 0.033 0.028 
Principal Agree 5 6 56 2.453 2.547 6.489 2.646 
Principal Uncertain 0 6 47 2.058 -2.058 4.237 2.058 
Principal Disagree 0 6 3 0.131 -0.131 0.017 0.131 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 4 0.175 -0.175 0.031 0.175 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 5 11 27 2.168 2.832 8.021 3.700 
Asst. Principal Agree 5 11 56 4.496 0.504 0.254 0.056 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 1 11 47 3.774 -2.774 7.694 2.039 
Asst. Principal Disagree 0 11 3 0.241 -0.241 0.058 0.241 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 3 11 27 2.168 0.832 0.692 0.319 
Dept. Chair Agree 3 11 56 4.496 -1.496 2.239 0.498 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 5 11 47 3.774 1.226 1.504 0.398 
Dept. Chair Disagree 0 11 3 0.241 -0.241 0.058 0.241 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Other Strongly Agree 2 11 27 2.168 -0.168 0.028 0.013 
Other Agree 4 11 56 4.496 -0.496 0.246 0.055 
Other Uncertain 2 11 47 3.774 -1.774 3.146 0.834 
Other Disagree 1 11 3 0.241 0.759 0.576 2.392 
Other Strongly Disagree 2 11 4 0.321 1.679 2.818 8.776 
Teacher Strongly Agree 16 93 27 18.328 -2.328 5.422 0.296 
Teacher Agree 36 93 56 38.015 -2.015 4.059 0.107 
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Table C-15 (continued) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Uncertain 37 93 47 31.905 5.095 25.958 0.814 
Teacher Disagree 2 93 3 2.036 -0.036 0.001 0.001 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 2 93 4 2.715 -0.715 0.512 0.188 
Counselor Strongly Agree 0 5 27 0.985 -0.985 0.971 0.985 
Counselor Agree 3 5 56 2.044 0.956 0.914 0.447 
Counselor Uncertain 2 5 47 1.715 0.285 0.081 0.047 
Counselor Disagree 0 5 3 0.109 -0.109 0.012 0.109 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 4 0.146 -0.146 0.021 0.146 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 28.384 
Chi-Square (x2)=28.384 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df) =(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df = 20 critical value x2 = 31.41 
28.384 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-16 
Job Position vs. Better Prepared for Workforce (Question #10) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 1 6 27 1.182 -0.182 0.033 0.028 
Principal Agree 5 6 56 2.453 2.547 6.489 2.646 
Principal Uncertain 0 6 47 2.058 -2.058 4.237 2.058 
Principal Disagree 0 6 3 0.131 -0.131 0.017 0.131 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 4 0.175 -0.175 0.031 0.175 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 5 11 27 2.168 2.832 8.021 3.700 
Asst. Principal Agree 5 11 56 4.496 0.504 0.254 0.056 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 1 11 47 3.774 -2.774 7.694 2.039 
Asst. Principal Disagree 0 11 3 0.241 -0.241 0.058 0.241 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 3 11 27 2.168 0.832 0.692 0.319 
Dept. Chair Agree 3 11 56 4.496 -1.496 2.239 0.498 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 5 11 47 3.774 1.226 1.504 0.398 
Dept. Chair Disagree 0 11 3 0.241 -0.241 0.058 0.241 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Other Strongly Agree 2 11 27 2.168 -0.168 0.028 0.013 
Other Agree 4 11 56 4.496 -0.496 0.246 0.055 
Other Uncertain 2 11 47 3.774 -1.774 3.146 0.834 
Other Disagree 1 11 3 0.241 0.759 0.576 2.392 
Other Strongly Disagree 2 II 4 0.321 1.679 2.818 8.776 
Teacher Strongly Agree 16 93 27 18.328 -2.328 5.422 0.296 
Teacher Agree 36 93 56 38.015 -2.015 4.059 0.107 
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Table C-16 (continued) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Uncertain 37 93 47 31.905 5.095 25.958 0.814 
Teacher Disagree 2 93 3 2.036 -0.036 0.001 0.001 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 2 93 4 2.715 -0.715 0.512 0.188 
Counselor Strongly Agree 0 5 27 0.985 -0.985 0.971 0.985 
Counselor Agree 3 5 56 2.044 0.956 0.914 0.447 
Counselor Uncertain 2 5 47 1.715 0.285 0.081 0.047 
Counselor Disagree 0 5 3 0.109 -0.109 0.012 0.109 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 4 0.146 -0.146 0.021 0.146 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 28.384 
Chi-Square (x2)=28.384 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df)=(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2 = 31.41 
28.384 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-17 
Job Position vs. Attendance at School (Question #11) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 2 6 23 1.007 0.993 0.985 0.978 
Principal Agree 4 6 46 2.015 1.985 3.942 1.957 
Principal Uncertain 0 6 52 2.277 -2.277 5.186 2.277 
Principal Disagree 0 6 12 0.526 -0.526 0.276 0.526 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 4 0.175 -0.175 0.031 0.175 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 2 11 23 1.847 0.153 0.023 0.013 
Asst. Principal Agree 5 11 46 3.693 1.307 1.707 0.462 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 4 11 52 4.175 -0.175 0.031 0.007 
Asst. Principal Disagree 0 11 12 0.964 -0.964 0.928 0.964 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 2 11 23 1.847 0.153 0.023 0.013 
Dept. Chair Agree 3 11 46 3.693 -0.693 0.481 0.130 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 5 11 52 4.175 0.825 0.680 0.163 
Dept. Chair Disagree 1 11 12 0.964 0.036 0.001 0.001 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Other Strongly Agree 2 11 23 1.847 0.153 0.023 0.013 
Other Agree 2 11 46 3.693 -1.693 2.868 0.776 
Other Uncertain 4 11 52 4.175 -0.175 0.031 0.007 
Other Disagree 3 11 12 0.964 2.036 4.147 4.304 
Other Strongly Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Teacher Strongly Agree 15 93 23 15.613 -0.613 0.376 0.024 
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Table C-17 (continued) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Agree 29 93 46 31.226 -2.226 4.956 0.159 
Teacher Uncertain 39 93 52 35.299 3.701 13.695 0.388 
Teacher Disagree 7 93 12 8.146 -1.146 1.313 0.161 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 3 93 4 2.715 0.285 0.081 0.030 
Counselor Strongly Agree 0 5 23 0.839 -0.839 0.705 0.839 
Counselor Agree 3 5 46 1.679 1.321 1.745 1.040 
Counselor Uncertain 0 5 52 1.898 -1.898 3.602 1.898 
Counselor Disagree 1 5 12 0.438 0.562 0.316 0.721 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 1 5 4 0.146 0.854 0.729 4.996 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 23.987 
Chi-Square (x2)=23.987 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df)=(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2= 31.41 
23.987 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-18 





marg.) Expected O-E 
Chi-Square 
(O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 0 6 7 0.307 -0.307 0.094 0.307 
Principal Agree 0 6 2 0.088 -0.088 0.008 0.088 
Principal Uncertain 0 6 49 2.146 -2.146 4.605 2.146 
Principal Disagree 4 6 54 2.365 1.635 2.673 1.130 
Principal Strongly Disagree 2 6 25 1.095 0.905 0.819 0.748 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree I ll 7 0.562 0.438 0.192 0.341 
Asst. Principal Agree 0 ll 2 0.161 -0.161 0.026 0.161 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 0 ll 49 3.934 -3.934 15.479 3.934 
Asst. Principal Disagree 7 ll 54 4.336 2.664 7.098 1.637 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 3 ll 25 2.007 0.993 0.985 0.491 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 0 ll 7 0.562 -0.562 0.316 0.562 
Dept. Chair Agree 0 ll 2 0.161 -0.161 0.026 0.161 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 4 ll 49 3.934 0.066 0.004 0.001 
Dept. Chair Disagree 3 ll 54 4.336 -1.336 1.784 0.412 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 4 ll 25 2.007 1.993 3.971 1.978 
Other Strongly Agree 2 u 7 0.562 1.438 2.068 3.679 
Other Agree 0 ll 2 0.161 -0.161 0.026 0.161 
Other Uncertain 4 11 49 3.934 0.066 0.004 0.001 
Other Disagree 5 ll 54 4.336 0.664 0.441 0.102 
Other Strongly Disagree 0 ll 25 2.007 -2.007 4.029 2.007 
Teacher Strongly Agree 3 93 7 4.752 -1.752 3.069 0.646 
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marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 
Chi-Square 
(0-E)2/E 
Teacher Agree 2 93 2 1.358 0.642 0.413 0.304 
Teacher Uncertain 39 93 49 33.263 5.737 32.916 0.990 
Teacher Disagree 33 93 54 36.657 -3.657 13.373 0.365 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 16 93 25 16.971 -0.971 0.942 0.056 
Counselor Strongly Agree 1 5 7 0.255 0.745 0.554 2.170 
Counselor Agree 0 5 2 0.073 -0.073 0.005 0.073 
Counselor Uncertain 2 5 49 1.788 0.212 0.045 0.025 
Counselor Disagree 2 5 54 1.971 0.029 0.001 0.000 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 25 0.912 -0.912 0.832 0.912 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 25.586 
Chi-Square (x2)=25.586 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-l)(c-l) 
(df)=(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2= 31.41 
25.586 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-19 
Job Position vs. Improvement of SAT and Standardized Test Scores (Question #21) 
Chi-Square 
(row (column 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 0 6 18 0.788 -0.788 0.621 0.788 
Principal Agree 5 6 33 1.445 3.555 12.636 8.743 
Principal Uncertain 1 6 71 3.109 -2.109 4.450 1.431 
Principal Disagree 0 6 13 0.569 -0.569 0.324 0.569 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 2 0.088 -0.088 0.008 0.088 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 3 11 18 1.445 1.555 2.417 1.673 
Asst. Principal Agree 2 11 33 2.650 -0.650 0.422 0.159 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 6 11 71 5.701 0.299 0.090 0.016 
Asst. Principal Disagree 0 II 13 1.044 -1.044 1.090 1.044 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 11 2 0.161 -0.161 0.026 0.161 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 3 11 18 1.445 1.555 2.417 1.673 
Dept. Chair Agree 5 11 33 2.650 2.350 5.524 2.085 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 3 11 71 5.701 -2.701 7.294 1.279 
Dept. Chair Disagree 0 11 13 1.044 -1.044 1.090 1.044 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 2 0.161 -0.161 0.026 0.161 
Other Strongly Agree 2 11 18 1.445 0.555 0.308 0.213 
Other Agree 1 11 33 2.650 -1.650 2.721 1.027 
Other Uncertain 4 11 71 5.701 -1.701 2.892 0.507 
Other Disagree 4 11 13 1.044 2.956 8.739 8.372 
Other Strongly Disagree 0 11 2 0.161 -0.161 0.026 0.161 
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Table C-19 (continued) 
Chi-Square 
(row (column 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Strongly Agree 9 93 18 12.219 -3.219 10.362 0.848 
Teacher Agree 18 93 33 22.401 -4.401 19.373 0.865 
Teacher Uncertain 55 93 71 48.197 6.803 46.280 0.960 
Teacher Disagree 9 93 13 8.825 0.175 0.031 0.003 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 2 93 2 1.358 0.642 0.413 0.304 
Counselor Strongly Agree 1 5 18 0.657 0.343 0.118 0.179 
Counselor Agree 2 5 33 1.204 0.796 0.633 0.526 
Counselor Uncertain 2 5 71 2.591 -0.591 0.350 0.135 
Counselor Disagree 0 5 13 0.474 -0.474 0.225 0.474 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 2 0.073 -0.073 0.005 0.073 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 35.561 
Chi-Square (x2)=35.561 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df)=(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df=20 critical value x2 = 31.41 
35.561 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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Table C-20 
Job Position vs. Graduation Rates at Urban Schools (Question #26) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Principal Strongly Agree 1 6 33 1.445 -0.445 0.198 0.137 
Principal Agree 4 6 42 1.839 2.161 4.668 2.538 
Principal Uncertain 1 6 55 2.409 -1.409 1.985 0.824 
Principal Disagree 0 6 4 0.175 -0.175 0.031 0.175 
Principal Strongly Disagree 0 6 3 0.131 -0.131 0.017 0.131 
Asst. Principal Strongly Agree 4 11 33 2.650 1.350 1.823 0.688 
Asst. Principal Agree 5 11 42 3.372 1.628 2.650 0.786 
Asst. Principal Uncertain 2 11 55 4.416 -2.416 5.837 1.322 
Asst. Principal Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Asst. Principal Strongly Disagree 0 11 3 0.241 -0.241 0.058 0.241 
Dept. Chair Strongly Agree 6 11 33 2.650 3.350 11.225 4.236 
Dept. Chair Agree 1 11 42 3.372 -2.372 5.628 1.669 
Dept. Chair Uncertain 4 11 55 4.416 -0.416 0.173 0.039 
Dept. Chair Disagree 0 11 4 0.321 -0.321 0.103 0.321 
Dept. Chair Strongly Disagree 0 11 3 0.241 -0.241 0.058 0.241 
Other Strongly Agree 1 11 33 2.650 -1.650 2.721 1.027 
Other Agree 2 11 42 3.372 -1.372 1.883 0.558 
Other Uncertain 6 11 55 4.416 1.584 2.509 0.568 
Other Disagree 1 11 4 0.321 0.679 0.461 1.435 
Other Strongly Disagree 1 11 3 0.241 0.759 0.576 2.392 
Teacher Strongly Agree 20 93 33 22.401 -2.401 5.767 0.257 
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Table C-20 (continued) 
(row (column 
Chi-Square 
Observed marg.) marg.) Expected O-E (O-E)2 (0-E)2/E 
Teacher Agree 27 93 42 28.511 -1.511 2.283 0.080 
Teacher Uncertain 41 93 55 37.336 3.664 13.427 0.360 
Teacher Disagree 3 93 4 2.715 0.285 0.081 0.030 
Teacher Strongly Disagree 2 93 3 2.036 -0.036 0.001 0.001 
Counselor Strongly Agree 1 5 33 1.204 -0.204 0.042 0.035 
Counselor Agree 3 5 42 1.533 1.467 2.153 1.404 
Counselor Uncertain 1 5 55 2.007 -1.007 1.015 0.505 
Counselor Disagree 0 5 4 0.146 -0.146 0.021 0.146 
Counselor Strongly Disagree 0 5 3 0.109 -0.109 0.012 0.109 
Check 137 137.000 0.000 22.578 
Chi-Square (x2)=22.578 
Degrees of Freedom (df)= (r-1 )(c-1 ) 
(df) =(5-l)(6-l) 
(df)=(4)(5)=20 
a = 0.05 df = 20 critical value x2 = 31.41 
22.578 < 31.41, so null hypothesis is rejected 
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